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THE IMPACT OF MARKETING-SALES RELATIONSHIP ON BUSINESS PERFORMANCE
This study  explores the marketing-sales relationship  and the impact it  has on business 
performance. Literature review of this study draws together relevant research and literature on this 
topic, based on which the conceptual framework is formed.  Empirical part of this study 
investigates the state of marketing-sales relationship in Finnish companies and the effects it has on 
business performance of the company or business unit. 
The empirical part of this study was conducted as internet-based questionnaire, which was 
targeted at the upper management in Finnish companies. This “State of the Marketing 2010” –
survey covers the most important areas of marketing, including marketing-sales relationship. The 
survey generated 1134 respondents, who are in the upper management in their organization. Thus, 
in national level the sample can be seen as extensive. Also internationally the sample size is 
remarkable, but it  has to be noted that the results cannot be straightforwardly  generalized to other 
countries as well, as national aspects might affect  the results. The data was analyzed with two 
multivariable methods. First, with cluster analysis groups of companies were identified, which are 
different from each other based on their marketing and sales departments time and goal 
orientation. This cluster analysis was done in two contexts: companies operating mainly in 
business-to-business markets and in business-to-consumer markets. Second, with analysis of 
variance it was investigated how these different clusters affect the business performance. 
The most important finding of this study is that marketing-sales relationship does affect the 
business performance of the company or the business unit in question when operating in business-
to-business markets. Moreover, it is shown that the form of marketing-sales relationship, meaning 
whether the two functions are clearly separate, cooperate to some extent or are inseparable, and 
time and goal orientations together affect business performance too. Also, there are clear 
differences between companies in time and goal orientations of their marketing and sales 
departments so that companies can be grouped based on this dimension.
This study offers an overall view on the marketing-sales relationship  of the company, its different 
dimensions and its effect on business performance in Finland. This serves as a basis for further 
quantitative and qualitative studies for example in other countries, and in investigating this issue 
further.  
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MARKKINOINNIN JA MYYNNIN VÄLISEN SUHTEEN VAIKUTUS YRITYKSEN 
LIIKETOIMINNALLISEEN MENESTYKSEEN
Tämä tutkimus tarkastelee markkinoinnin ja myynnin välistä suhdetta sekä sen vaikutusta 
yritysten liiketoiminnalliseen menestykseen. Kirjallisuuskatsaus vetää yhteen aiheeseen liittyvän, 
olennaisen tutkimuksen ja kirjallisuuden, jonka pohjalta tutkimuksen teoreettinen viitekehys on 
muodostettu. Empiirinen osa käsittelee markkinoinnin ja myynnin välistä suhdetta suomalaisissa 
yrityksissä ja sen vaikutuksia yrityksen liiketoiminnalliseen menestykseen. 
Tutkimus toteutettiin internet-pohjaisena, Suomessa toimivien yritysten ylimmälle johdolle 
suunnattuna kyselynä. Tämä Markkinoinnin tila 2010 -kysely  käsittelee markkinoinnin 
merkittävimpiä osa-alueita, myös markkinoinnin ja myynnin välistä suhdetta. Tutkimukseen 
vastasi 1134 yritysten ylimpään johtoon kuuluvaa henkilöä, joten tutkimusta voi Suomen tasolla 
pi tää kool taan poikkeuksel l isen kat tavana. Kansainväl isest ikin otoskoko on 
merkittävä. Tutkimuksesta saatua aineistoa analysointiin kahdella monimuuttujamenetelmällä. 
Ensin klusterianalyysillä pyrittiin tunnistamaan yritysryhmiä, jotka eroavat myynnin ja 
markkinoinnin osalta aikajänteeltään (aikaorientaatio) tai suunnittelunsa fokukselta 
(tavoiteorientaatio). Tämän jälkeen varianssianalyysin avulla tutkittiin miten nämä eri ryhmät 
vaikuttavat yritysten liiketoiminnalliseen menestykseen. 
Tutkimuksen keskeisin tulos on, että markkinoinnin ja myynnin suhteella on vaikutus yritysten 
liiketoiminnalliseen menestykseen toimittaessa yritysten välisillä markkinoilla. Tähän liittyen 
tutkimus osoittaa myös, että markkinoinnin ja myynnin suhteen muoto, eli onko kyseessä täysin 
erilliset, yhteistyötä tekevät vai toisistaan erottamattomat toiminnot, sekä aika- ja 
tavoiteorientaatio vaikuttavat myös yhdessä yrityksen liiketoiminnalliseen menestykseen. Lisäksi 
on selvää, että yritykset eroavat markkinoinnin ja myynnin aika- ja tavoiteorientaation suhteen ja 
ne voidaan luokitella tämän osa-alueen perusteella. 
Tämä tutkimus tarjoaa yleiskatsauksen markkinoinnin ja myynnin väliseen suhteeseen ja sen eri 
osa-alueisiin, sekä sen vaikutukseen yrityksen liiketoiminnalliseen menestykseen. Tämä tutkimus 
muodostaa pohjan useille jatkotutkimusvaihtoehdoille sekä kvantitatiivisesti että kvalitatiivisesti 
esimerkiksi eri maissa tai muutoin aihetta syventämällä. 
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11. Introduction
Does it sound familiar to you that marketing is claiming that sales ignores work done by 
marketing, for example in regard to corporate branding and all the support materials and they 
just focus on doing their own thing? What about sales responding that marketing would not 
recognize a qualified lead even if it was right in front of them, that marketing does not produce the 
materials they need and that they only stress their one-size-fits-all corporate message? These are 
comments from respondents of a survey focusing on marketing-sales interface. (Aberdeen Group 
2002, see Biemans & Brencic 2007, 259) 
The focus of this study is the marketing-sales relationship and its effect on business performance. 
In this Chapter, I will first introduce this main topic and describe relevant background in order to 
show why this line of research is important and why further research in this area is required. 
Then, I will proceed to the research problem and objectives of this study, pointing out how this 
study addresses these issues in order to provide further knowledge. After this, I will go through the 
key concepts relevant for the topic. In the last section of this Chapter, I will shortly introduce the 
structure and organization of this study. 
1.1 Background 
Recently  there has been a growing interest in the relationship between marketing and sales (e.g. 
Homburg et al. 2008) and also on the effects it may  have on business performance (e.g. Le 
Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a). Already in the end of last century, there were publications on 
this matter in many academic journals (Cespedes 1993; Homburg et al. 1999). It seems that in the 
21st century  this issue has raised both increasing academic (Dewsnap & Jobber 2000 & 2002, 
Rouziès et al. 2005, Homburg et al. 2008) and managerial interest (Abrams 2007; Crandell 2009). 
The marketing-sales relationship is a complex one, consisting of many different elements. In 
academic articles, it has often been analyzed from only one or few perspectives (e.g. Beverland et 
al. 2006; Matthyssens & Johnston 2006). While most of the research has a narrow perspective, 
Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 137-138) have conceptualized the relationship most 
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2comprehensively so far as based on the earlier literature they  identify five domains of the 
marketing-sales interface. These include information sharing between marketing and sales, 
structural linkages between the two, power balance between the two, knowledge in regard 
marketing and sales and departmental orientations, namely time orientation and goal orientation 
(Homburg et al. 2008, 137-138). 
Out of these domains, the information sharing, structural linkages and the power balance have 
received most research attention so far (e.g. Cespedes 1996; Oliva 2006; Le Meunier-FitzHugh & 
Piercy  2007a; Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007b; Malshe & Sohi 2009; Malshe 2010). Also 
knowledge issues have been discussed (Matthyssens & Johnston 2006; Nielsen 2006; Nonaka & 
Peltokorpi 2006), though not extensively  in the context  of marketing-sales relationship. Time and 
goal orientation have received only limited research attention, and almost none in the context of 
marketing-sales relationship. Still, information on how different time perspectives marketing and 
sales personnel might have (time orientation) and how focusing on different objects and goals 
(goal orientation) affects business performance would be useful for companies seeking to improve 
their business performance. Consequently, time and goal orientation are at the heart of this study 
as from these presented domains, more knowledge is needed especially on time and goal 
orientation. 
In recent literature, the growing cross-functional integration of marketing activities is seen as a 
way to achieve better results in business performance (e.g. Le Meunier-FitzHugh, & Piercy 
2007a). This could imply  that if marketing-sales relationship is such that marketing activities are 
deployed jointly, the relationship could also have positive effect on business performance. Also in 
general terms, cross-functional integration is seen as means to achieving business improvements 
as functional operations are often already polished as much as possible (Brown 2005, 2).
There is also some empirical evidence that cross-functional deployment of marketing activities 
helps the strategic business unit in increasing its business performance (Krohmer et al. 2002, 451). 
In line with this is the view of marketing activities as sub processes of broader business processes 
as then it  is clear that cross-functional processes are needed for the implementation of marketing 
ideas (Srivastava et al. 1999, 177). 
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3Still, many view marketing-sales relationship  as a rather untouched area with limited research 
(Dawes & Massey  2005, 1328; Rouziés et al. 2005, 113). Even though the conceptual approaches 
to marketing-sales relationship  are increasing, empirical studies in this area are limited. Homburg, 
Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 133) state and show that the marketing-sales interface has not been 
researched systematically and deeply. They draw together the eight empirical studies made on this 
topic before 2008 and make three conclusions. First, there is a lack of empirical evidence on 
marketing-sales integration. Second, only  three of the empirical studies focus especially  on the 
marketing-sales interface and other five only  discuss it as a side issue. Third, no variation between 
the companies is analyzed and the focus is on the typical, average company. (Homburg et al. 2008, 
134-135) 
1.2 Research question and objectives
Marketing-sales relationship  and especially its effect on business performance still remains a 
largely unexplored area albeit of the rising interest towards it. Thus, this marketing-sales 
relationship  and its effect on business performance is the area of this study at large. Also, besides 
focusing on the marketing-sales relationship overall, this study will have a strong emphasis on 
time and goal orientation, as these two have attained very limited previous research. With this 
study, I will discuss these issues from a theoretical perspective and then conduct an empirical 
study to find out how reality  fits into the theoretical frames. As a result, this study shows both 
theoretically and empirically that marketing-sales relationship has effect on business performance. 
The research question goes as follows: 
How does marketing-sales relationship affect business performance?
This research question is divided into three sub questions, which specify the focus of this study. 
These are the following:
What elements are part of marketing-sales relationship and part of time and goal orientation of 
these departments?
3
4How does marketing-sales relationship, especially time and goal orientations of these 
departments, affect business performance?
How does the effect of marketing-sales relationship on business performance differ in business-to-
business and business-to-consumer contexts?
With this research question in mind, I intend to form a theoretical framework based on earlier 
literature. The research question of this study is observed from the viewpoint of companies in 
general. It  is also seen from the perspective of top executives as they are participants of the 
empirical survey conducted for this study.
The main objective of this study is to produce empirically  tested knowledge on the marketing-
sales relationship, which has received limited attention in academic literature, and especially, has 
been tested empirically  only in few other studies. This way the main contribution of this study is 
to show that the marketing-sales relationship affects the business performance in Finnish 
companies and analyze this relationship based on the earlier literature. 
Managerially, I intend to provide useful information on the sales-marketing relationship and 
especially on the effect that this relationship  has on business performance. This can help managers 
to decide on how to manage their often separate marketing and sales functions and whether to 
invest on the development of this relationship or not.  
1.3 Methodology and scope
The empirical study is conducted as a part of the Stratmark-project of Aalto School of Economics 
and Hanken School of Economics, which is a project trying to emphasize the strategic focus of 
marketing. The “State of Marketing 2010” –survey, from which my empirical data is collected, is 
a nationwide survey  in Finland covering different areas of marketing. The survey is part  of the 
Stratmark-project. This survey resulted in sample of 1134. This survey  will be discussed further in 
Chapter 3. 
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5Several statistical methods are used to analyze the data gathered from the survey. In order to find 
out how companies differ in relation to time and goal orientations their marketing and sales 
departments have, a cluster analysis is conducted. This cluster analysis is done in two different 
contexts: business-to-business and business-to-consumer. These clusters from both contexts are 
then compared by  variance analysis, both one-way and two-way  ANOVA, to the business 
performance evaluated by companies’ top executives. In addition, the state of marketing-sales 
relationship  in Finnish companies and which of the formed clusters perform the best is analyzed 
with cross-tabulations.
The scope of the marketing-sales relationship in total is rather immense, so all the detailed aspects 
of the relationship cannot be included in this study. At large, this study focuses on the marketing-
sales relationship in general and the effect it has on business performance. In specific level, it  has 
a focus on time and goal orientations as one element of the marketing-sales relationship and its 
effect on business performance. Other elements are shortly  discussed when introducing the 
marketing-sales relationship, but they are not considered in detail in this study.
The data set of this study consists only of Finnish companies. Thus, it can be assumed that the 
implications can mainly be drawn in relation to Finnish companies only. The literature review and 
the theoretical framework developed are seen as universal. The results of the empirical study are 
presented in Chapter 4 and discussed in Chapter 5.  
1.4 Key concepts
In the following, I will shortly present the key concepts of this study which are marketing, sales, 
marketing-sales relationship, business performance, time orientation and goal orientation. Out of 
these concepts, marketing, sales and marketing-sales relationship are explained in more detail in 
the beginning of Chapter 2 in order to provide the reader with appropriate view of the 
development of these concepts, which in turn affects the state of the marketing-sales relationship. 
Time orientation and goal orientation are explained more specifically  in subchapter 2.2 and 
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6business performance in subchapter 2.3. Other concepts that  require definition are presented when 
they appear in the text. 
Marketing. There is a continuous debate whether marketing should be seen as a separate 
organizational function or a process including various kinds of activities. Accordingly, there are 
various different definitions on what marketing is. (Grönroos 2006, 398) I find that comparison 
between marketing and sales should start from operational level as that is the most practical and 
digestible and thus differences can be seen. On the other hand, as I also focus on business 
performance, I feel that this should be included in the marketing definition. Thus, for the purposes 
of this study, marketing is defined as follows: “Marketing in operational level is the set of 
activities that an organization does to a serve its customers. These include at least brand and image 
building, marketing communications, loyalty programs and forecasting development of consumer 
needs, market  changes and technological development. On a company level, marketing seeks to 
achieve customer preference and that way, profitable business performance as its own, key 
objective.” (Ambler 2003, 21; Achrol & Kotler 1999, 147)
Sales. For the purposes of this study, I find it useful to combine operational side and performance 
outcomes in defining sales, so that sales definition is in line with the marketing definition. Thus, 
“sales activities include activities designed to promote customer purchase of a product or service 
in order to generate positive cash flow for the organization”. (Levitt 1960; Dictionary 2010)
Marketing-sales relationship. The marketing-sales relationship is discussed in literature with 
varying terms. Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 139) use the term “the quality of 
cooperation between marketing and sales” as they find it  describing the state of the 
interdepartmental relationship instead of the process. They  define the quality  of cooperation 
between marketing and sales as “the extent to which there is a state of collaboration between 
marketing and sales that is characterized by unity  of effort and harmony” (Homburg et  al. 2008, 
139). Marketing-sales relationship also develops and changes as time passes. Thus, the definition 
of marketing-sales relationship in this study  is: “marketing-sales relationship  is the state of 
collaboration between marketing and sales which develops and changes over time” (Homburg et 
al. 2008, 139; Biemans et al. 2010, 192). Naturally, this state can be either harmonious or 
disunited.
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as goal attainment, resource attainment or process success. For the purposes of this study, the goal 
approach is most relevant. There exists varying definitions of business performance. Ambler and 
Kokkinaki (1997, 666) have defined success based on the goal approach in the following way: 
“the proximity of achievement of goals”. Business performance as such has seen to include both 
financial performance and operational performance (Venktraman et al. 1986, 801-804). Thus, by 
combining these two views business performance can be defined this way: “Business performance 
is the achievement of financial and operational business goals.” This definition is used in this 
study. The estimations of management on their business performance have been seen to reflect 
well the actual business performance (e.g. Wiklund & Shepherd 2005, 81; Frank et al. 2010, 184). 
Thus, this is used as a performance indicator in the empirical part.
Time orientation. Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008) have time orientation as part of their 
taxonomy of the marketing-sales relationship. Time orientation (the short-term versus long-term) 
they  have defined as “as the extent to which activities of marketing/sales are guided by  immediate 
action rather than by extensive planning”. (Homburg et al. 2008, 139) 
Goal orientation. Also goal orientation is part of the same taxonomy of the marketing-sales 
relationship  as time orientation. Goal orientation (customer versus product) is defined as “the 
extent to which the activities of marketing/sales are guided by customer-related rather than 
product-related strategies, plans, and performance evaluations”. (Homburg et al. 2008, 139)  
1.5 Structure
Chapter 2 outlines relevant literature and earlier research. Marketing-sales relationship  is 
discussed in general. More focus is given on time and goal orientation and also the relationship 
business performance has with marketing-sales relationship is discussed. Last, a conceptual 
framework is drawn based on the literature presented in the preceding subchapters. Chapter 3 
presents the empirical study that was conducted in order to explore marketing-sales relationship’s 
effect on business performance. I will also introduce the statistical analysis methods that are used 
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preliminary analyzed in regard the theory presented in Chapter 2.  Chapter 5 concludes this all in a 
brief summary, which includes further discussion of the empirical findings and especially  their fit 
with the theoretical framework presented, as well as their managerial implications. I will also 
present limitations of this study and implications for future research. 
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In this Chapter, relevant literature and earlier research is presented. First, I will discuss the 
interrelated concepts of marketing, sales and marketing-sales relationship  to form a basis for 
understanding the topic of this study. Second, I will discuss marketing-sales relationship in general 
and what elements are usually  seen as part of this relationship and what kind of discussion it has 
intrigued in literature. This section is important as it presents the multitude of this matter. It shows 
the context of goal and time orientation when considering marketing-sales relationship  and 
presents why  specifically  time and goal orientation are of importance. Third, after building the 
context of marketing-sales relationship, I will discuss more deeply time and goal orientation as 
elements of the marketing-sales relationship focusing first on time orientation, then on goal 
orientation and after this on the effects these two have on marketing-sales relationship. Fourth, I 
will present the effect marketing-sales relationship has on business performance and this way 
show the importance of this relationship  for companies. Fifth, a conceptual framework is drawn 
based on the literature presented in the preceding subchapters. 
2.1 Overview to marketing-sales relationship
This subchapter is divided into two parts. The first one describes the development of the most 
relevant concepts, namely marketing, sales and marketing-sales relationship. The second part 
discusses the marketing-sales relationship and presents an extensive conceptualization of that 
relationship so that the view of this relationship would be as wide as possible. 
2.1.1 Development of concepts marketing, sales and marketing-sales relationship
In this part, I will present the development of concepts marketing and sales, respectively, in order 
to build up background for understanding of the marketing-sales relationship. The ways in which 
the concepts of marketing and sales have evolved has a remarkable influence on the way 
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marketing-sales relationship is viewed and how it  is organized in today’s business environment. In 
the end, I will also discuss the concept of marketing-sales relationship. It should be noted that  this 
concepts are not separate from each other, but interrelated instead. 
Marketing. There is a continuous debate whether marketing should be seen as a separate 
organizational function or a process including various kinds of activities. Others have seen 
marketing as a separate entity, while others see marketing being an eclectic set of activities, which 
is studied and conducted by people with a varying set of skills and knowledge bases. (Ringold & 
Weitz 2007, 251) Accordingly, there are various different definitions on what marketing is. The 
definition introduced by  the American Marketing Association (AMA) is most commonly 
considered as a standard reflecting academic research and education and also marketing practise 
inside North America and beyond. (Grönroos 2006, 398) The marketing definition by AMA has 
developed over the years. In the following, I will shortly discuss the development of marketing 
and along with that, the development of AMA’s marketing definition. This development is 
important as it still today affects how marketing is understood and interpreted in both business 
environment and academic world. 
Before the first AMA definition, in the first  decades of the 20th century, the first steps of marketing 
study in the academic field were interested on agricultural markets and processes where products 
were delivered to market and prices decided (Webster 1992, 1-2). The main focus at that time was 
on the transaction or output and how institutions performing marketing added value to products 
(Vargo & Lusch 2004, 3). There was relative absence of a managerial focus, as marketing was 
viewed as a variety of social and economic processes instead of managerial processes (Webster 
1992, 1-2).
In 1935 marketing was defined by AMA as “the performance of business activities that direct the 
flow of goods and services from producers to consumers” (AMA 2008, 2). This clearly reflects the 
traditional view in which marketing focuses mainly on exchange and moving things from one 
place to another, but  with slight emphasis on institutional and functional side (Bagozzi 1975, 32; 
Webster 1992, 2). Marketing has inherited this focus on exchange from economics, where 
dominant logic was based on the exchange of goods that normally were manufactured output. The 
focus was on tangible resources, embedded value and transactions. (Vargo & Lusch 2004, 1)
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In the 1950s and 1960s marketing was often seen just as an extension to sales department. Webster 
(1992) describes that large and hierarchical structures were the dominant structure at that time and 
firms created marketing departments merely as additions to their sales functions. As the pace of 
change was slower at that time, this organizational structure and clearly defined tasks were 
probably  suitable for that environment. (Webster 1992, 3-4, 13)  On the other hand, already then it 
was emphasized that marketing should give more than regular input for the company instead of 
thinking that the success is brought by  being in a growth industry  and that way trusting the 
existing position (Levitt 1960, 45-46). Thus, the role and position of marketing in a company has 
raised discussions and debates as long as marketing has existed. 
In 1960 a widely accepted classification of the marketing mix was made, consisting of price, 
product, place and promotion. Promotion included advertising, personal selling, publicity and sale 
promotion. It is one of the basic ideas of marketing. Later there have also been extensions of the 
traditional 4 P’s model. (Waterschoot & Den Bulte 1992, 83-84; Webster 2005, 4) When 
marketing is seen as the 4 P model, it means that marketing is seen as purely operational. Because 
of the wide acceptance of 4 P model, it still affects how marketing can be seen only as operational, 
especially in real business environment. Thus, tactical view of marketing is rooted in this concept 
and even though marketing practice has evolved since 1950’s, this concept is still relevant in both 
practice and research. (Webster 2005, 4)
In marketing theory, the marketing management school of thought started to emerge in 1950s and 
continued for more than thirty years. Customer focus became a central issue for marketing 
thought. Customers were not seen as just buying things, but needing or wanting fulfilment. 
Consequently, it was seen that everybody should focus on the customers, because satisfying 
customers is the only  purpose of a company. Marketing was seen as a decision-making and 
problem solving function. (Vargo & Lusch 2004, 3) The theoretical foundation of marketing relied 
on other disciplines, mainly economics, statistics, mathematics, psychology and social psychology 
(Webster 1992, 3-4, 13). Even though marketing was at first  related to companies and firms, it 
should not be limited into organizations doing business. Marketing provides useful perspectives 
and concepts for all organizations, as each should develop appropriate products for their 
consuming groups and communicate those effectively. (Kotler 1969, 15)
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During the 1980s and 1990s, both the marketing theory and the form of marketing function in an 
organization started to evolve (Webster 1992, 4-10; Vargo & Lusch 2004, 1). In marketing theory, 
many new views developed that were not based on the 4P’s concept. These appeared to be 
separate lines of research in relationship marketing, quality management, market orientation, 
supply and value chain management, resource management and networks, and services marketing. 
(Vargo & Lusch 2004, 1) At the same time, organizational structures began to change towards 
organizations were partnerships between firms started gaining importance. There became various 
new types of organizational forms such as partnerships, alliances and networks. It started to 
become clear that organizations could not do everything by themselves, but different organizations 
should combine their expertise. In this new organizational context, the traditional way of 
organizing marketing as a separate function and seeing the marketing concept in the traditional 
way could no longer continue. Instead, both needed to be re-examined.  (Webster 1992, 4-10)
The previous AMA definition was updated in 1985 to the following: “Marketing is the process of 
planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion, and distribution of ideas, goods and 
services to create exchanges that satisfy individual and organizational objectives” (AMA 2008, 2). 
This 1985 definition included the traditional 4 P’s of marketing presented earlier. It is curious that 
the 4 P’s was introduces already in year 1960 and it took more than 20 years from AMA to modify 
their definition. In 1980’s, marketing theory  was already  beyond the 4 P’s concept and discussing 
variety of other issues like relationship marketing, networks and market orientation (Webster 
1992, 4-5) as it was presented earlier in this subchapter. To me, it seems that at  least at this point, 
AMA’s definition was clearly undeveloped compared to marketing research of that time and the 
past decade as well. 
In 1990s there was a movement of thinking so that instead of seeing marketing as a function, it  is 
seen as a set of values and processes that all functions in an organization participate in 
implementing (Moorman & Rust 1999, 180). As a result  of this, marketing does not always exist 
anymore as a separate management function at the corporate level and it should not be seen as a 
responsibility of one department only (Webster 1992, 10; Grönroos 2006, 404). Marketing in 
essence is more than an economic optimization problem. It is a key component in the guidance 
system of a firm. This way marketing needs to be part of everyone’s duties in the organization and 
element of the organizational culture. (Webster 1992, 14)
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For being able to consider marketing function and marketing concept out of its traditional lines, it 
should be acknowledged that marketing operates in three different levels, the same levels of the 
strategy: corporate, business unit and functional or operational level. The role of marketing on 
each strategy  level is different. On corporate level, marketing should assess market attractiveness 
of different markets, promote customer orientation and develop firm’s overall value proposition. 
On business unit  level, the most important thing strategically  is to decide how to compete in the 
chosen businesses and reflectively, the most important marketing tasks are the planning process of 
market segmentation, market targeting, and positioning in the chosen segments. In the operational 
level, the important tasks relate to marketing mix and deploying the chosen activities. (Webster 
1992, 10-12) 
Marketing can be seen from three different dimensions: marketing as a business philosophy, 
marketing as a strategy or a business function and marketing as operational activities. Webster 
(1992, 10) has named these, respectively, marketing as a culture, marketing as a strategy and 
marketing as tactics. Achrol and Kotler (1999, 147) speak about marketing as business philosophy, 
as a business function and as a set of skills. On the highest level, Webster (1992, 10) finds 
marketing as a culture as basic set of values and beliefs concerning the central importance of the 
customer that guide the organization. Similarly, Achrol and Kotler (1999, 147) find that the 
philosophy of marketing in essence is about customer welfare as the ultimate goal of all marketing 
activities. 
On the next level, Webster (1992, 10) sees marketing as a strategy defining how the company 
competes in the chosen businesses. Achrol and Kotler (1999, 147) point out  that marketing as a 
business function has evolved to a point in which companies are focusing only on the core 
activities and outsourcing everything else. Marketing is seen as a core function still (Achrol & 
Kotler 1999, 147).
Third level is the operational one. Webster (1992, 10) claims that marketing as tactic refers to 
operational level so that marketing in essence is about the 4 P’s, elements of the marketing mix. 
Achrol and Kotler (1999, 147) find this operational level, a set of skills, as containing for example 
brand and image building, marketing communications, customer service, loyalty programs and 
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ability  to understand customers. They also mention that in the future, the importance of 
forecasting technological change and how consumer needs and markets change increases. In 
relation to the levels of strategy, these three dimensions of marketing are found in each level of the 
strategy, but the importance of them varies according to the level. (Webster 1992, 10; Achrol & 
Kotler 1999, 147) Still, regardless of the dimension in question, marketing can be seen as the way 
with which a firm achieves its key objectives (Ambler 2003, 21). Webster (2005, 4) points out that 
at each point in time, one of these levels has dominated in research and practice to the detriment of 
the others. 
In the 21st century some have predicted that marketing discipline would be facing a paradigm 
shift. Vargo and Lusch (2004) have suggested that  instead of a more fragmented variety  of 
different schools of thought, marketing discipline would be evolving towards a new, service-
focused dominant logic. They see marketing as moving away from the exchange of tangible goods 
towards the exchange of intangibles such as specialized competences, skills and knowledge and 
processes. The new dominant logic of marketing is seen as to integrate goods with services and 
providing a richer foundation for the development of marketing thought and practise and possible 
replace the traditional goods-focused paradigm. (Vargo & Lusch 2004, 1-2, 15) 
Achrol and Kotler (1999), on the other hand, claimed in 1999 that in the future marketing 
activities will be characterized by the management of inter-organizational relations as we are 
moving more and more towards a network economy. Besides this, marketing is becoming more of 
a consumer consulting function than a marketer of goods and services. Due to these reasons they 
found that  a paradigm shift of marketing would be close. (Achrol & Kotler 1999, 161-162) Also 
Srivastava, Shervani and Fahey (1999) have pointed out that marketing may require a paradigm 
shift, so that marketing in the future would be seen as part of core business processes (Srivastava 
et al. 1999, 178). Also managerially, marketing practice has changed from mass-marketing to 
knowledge- and experience based marketing (McKenna 1991, 65). This all shows that marketing 
discipline has been going trough radical changes as the world around us is changing constantly. 
This might at  some point lead to a shift in paradigm, but at  least  in the present research in 2010 
this issue of possible paradigm shift is not seen too clearly anymore. 
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Still, it can be stated that the conceptual foundations of marketing should be extended. The 
marketing discipline is seen to benefit if it combined economics, political science, and 
organizational behaviour as well as suitable frameworks from other disciplines like legal analysis, 
sociology, anthropology, and social psychology. This would enhance the understanding of the new 
central processes for marketing, such as negotiation, coordination and cooperation, which define 
marketing relationships. (Webster 1992, 13) Besides conceptual extension, audience of marketing 
scholars and marketing research should be extended beyond just  marketing practitioners to 
business practitioners in general so that their contributions would also affect business around the 
organization (Brown 2005, 1-4). 
In 2004, AMA’s marketing definition was changed into: “Marketing is an organizational function 
and a set of processes for creating, communicating, and delivering value to customers and for 
managing customer relationships in ways that benefit the organization and its 
stakeholders” (AMA 2008, 2). This definition stimulated discussion in many articles with 
opposing views (Ringold & Weitz 2007, 253). This debate included for example the following 
issues. The definition was seen to include only marketing within an individual organization. Also, 
the definition did not note outside competition. There was also a fear that this definition would 
cause decreasing research opportunities as the scope of marketing was understated, which is clear 
when reflecting to ideas of Webster (1992) presented earlier in this subchapter. In addition, the 
customer value was not brought up  as it was in the recent research and customer relationships 
were not treated as they  should. Besides all these, there were claims stating that marketing should 
not have been seen as a sole organizational function. (Wilkie 2005, 8-9; Grönroos 2006, 397-405) 
On the other hand, is has been claimed that marketing should still exist as a separate function, 
connecting the customer to the product, service delivery  and financial accountability (Moorman & 
Rust 1999, 196-196). 
Due to the emergent debate after the 2004 definition, the AMA decided to rearrange the process of 
defining marketing (Ringold & Weitz 2007, 254). The newest definition of AMA in marketing is: 
“Marketing is the activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, 
delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients, partners, and society 
at large”. Marketing is not seen as a separate function anymore, but as an educational process. 
(AMA 2008, 1) As it can be seen, AMA is gradually  taking a broader perspective on marketing as 
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marketing changes along with the environmental changes and clear development is taking place in 
marketing theory. 
For the purposes of this study, as my focus is on both marketing-sales relationship and the effect it 
has on business performance, both marketing and business performance should be included in 
marketing definition. For being able to see on a basic level the differences between marketing and 
sales, the examination should start from the operational level, but to continue to strategic level to 
include the business performance (Webster 1992).  Thus, for the purposes of this study, I combine 
the ideas of Ambler (2003) about marketing as achievement of key objectives and Achrol and 
Kotler (1999, 147) about operational marketing activities so that marketing is defined as follows: 
“Marketing in operational level is the set of activities that an organization does to a serve its 
customers. These include at  least brand and image building, marketing communications, loyalty 
programs and forecasting development of consumer needs, market changes and technological 
development. On a company level, marketing seeks to achieve customer preference and that way, 
profitable business performance as its own, key objective.” (Ambler 2003, 21; Achrol & Kotler 
1999, 147)
Sales. Sales research is a core discipline in the academic marketing field (Geiger & Guenzi 2009, 
874). Respectively, it is seen that research in selling and sales management should results in vital 
contributions to marketing thought and practise (Jones et al. 2005, 106). Kotler (1969, 15) sees 
that people see marketing as including selling, influencing and persuading. Also, sales researchers 
seem to most often publish their findings in marketing journals as they have only few journals that 
are focused principally on sales and also that way, sales is seen as a subfield in marketing (Plouffe 
et al. 2008, 79-84).
Traditionally, sales research has been seen as focusing on the individual salesperson-buyer dyad. 
Sales research has it academic roots in the 1960s. It started to gain more importance and spread 
faster in academic society  when sales researchers got their first own specialist publication, the 
Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management in 1980. Sales research has also seen sales as a 
separate organizational function. (Plouffe et al. 2008, 89; Geiger & Guenzi 2009, 875-876)
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At the moment, it is claimed that sales as a research area has fallen behind other areas critical to 
marketing success. Difficulties in data access and the perception that some do not see sales as 
integral to marketing are presented as potential reasons for this development. Still, sales research 
seems to rely quite a lot in models and assumptions that have been made in past decades and 
which might need to be revised as the demands in the marketplace are evolving. (Jones et al. 2005, 
105)
In the 21st century, sales research is evolving in the both academic and professional side. During 
the twenty-first century, there has been rapid changes in the way selling is both executed and 
managed. Reasons for this change include at least the changes in international competition in 
Europe, as there virtually are no borders anymore and the increasingly  globalised world economy 
as well as the economic down turn faced since the second half of 2008. Today greater research is 
also needed as contemporary selling is seen to be involved in highly  complex social networks and 
the research is slowly evolving into that direction. (Plouffe et  al. 2008, 89; Geiger & Guenzi 2009, 
874-876) During the last few decades sales has changed in nature, from a tactically  focused 
marketing specialty into a strategic function creating value in both industrial markets and 
elsewhere (Honeycutt 2002, 555; Geiger & Guenzi 2009, 875). 
Intra-organizational issues are also seen as an emerging and important  topic for sales research that 
requires more attention (Williams & Plouffe 2007, 413; Plouffe et al. 2008, 87). This may be 
because sales practices are usually seen as integrative in nature in a way that they connect 
different internal departments (Geiger & Guenzi 2009, 876). Academics’ view is that managers 
fail to recognize the importance of intra-organizational issues and this way it is likely that sales 
continues operating in a silo as the culture and performance goals do not encourage to internal 
collaboration (Geiger & Guenzi 2009, 885). This points out the importance of the topic of this 
study as well. 
Even though the amount of publications in sales has increased, it seems that  there is not a clear 
conceptualization of sales concept as most of these publications focus on some narrow aspect of 
sales (Williams & Plouffe 2007, 411-412). This is also reflected when considering sales 
definitions. On the marketing field, there is a strong debate about what marketing in essence is. In 
the sales side, this kind of discussions is absent. 
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It seems that the debate about what marketing is does not extend into sales. Sales departments’ 
duty is simply  about selling, about a physical activity that focuses on persuading people to buy 
(Skaggs 2006, 30). According to Kotler (2003), “salespeople can research the customer before the 
visit, answer questions during the visit, and record important facts after the visit. Salespeople can 
retrieve product information such as tech bulletins, pricing information, customer buying history, 
preferred payment terms, and other data to facilitate their work. And finally, they make the 
sale.” (Kotler 2003)
Levitt has claimed (1960, 50) that sales unit and activities have been emphasized more than 
marketing in companies as marketing is a more complex phenomena. He stresses that there is a 
clear difference between sales and marketing. Levitt’s (1960) definition of sales has even been 
seen as classical (Cespedes 1995, xix). He says that “selling is preoccupied with seller’s need to 
convert his product into cash.” On the other hand, he sees marketing as “satisfying the needs of 
the customer by  means of the product and the whole cluster of things associated with creating, 
delivering and finally  consuming it.” (Levitt 1960, 50) However, Cespedes (1995, xix) sees that 
because sales’ importance of generating cash flows is undeniable, it still defines the substance and 
outlines most of companies’ marketing programs. 
AMA, which definitions of marketing were presented earlier, defines sales as follows: “Any  of a 
number of activities designed to promote customer purchase of a product or service” (Dictionary 
2010). For the purposes of this study, I find it  useful to combine this definition to Levitt’s (1960, 
50) classical definition of converting product to cash in the following way: “Sales activities 
include activities designed to promote customer purchase of a product or service in order to 
generate positive cash flow for the organization”. (Levitt 1960; Dictionary 2010) This definition is 
used in this study as it is comparable with the marketing definition, focusing on both, the 
operational level and business performance outcomes.  
As conclusion, four important issues should be noted, from the presentation of marketing and 
sales concepts above, as they affect the marketing-sales relationship. First, marketing was at first, 
in the 1950s and 1960s, seen to develop as a mere extension of firms’ sales departments. Later, 
these two have been seen as separate management functions. Today, marketing is often seen as 
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responsibility of other functions as well but marketing, where as sales is still seen as its own 
management function. (Webster 1992, 3-13; Plouffe et  al. 2008, 89) Second, both marketing and 
sales were initially  seen as tactical issues, but  have developed into having more strategic 
importance (Honeycutt 2002, 555; Plouffe et  al. 2008, 89). Third, at least in the academic world, 
sales research is seen as part of the marketing discipline, still seeking its place (Geiger & Guenzi 
2009, 874; Jones et al. 2005, 105). Fourth, both marketing and sales should contribute to the 
business performance of an organization (Levitt 1960, 50; Ambler 2003, 21). 
Marketing-sales relationship. Interdepartmental integration and relationships are discussed in 
literature with varying terms. There seems to be a lack of consensus on how the marketing 
department could be successfully integrated with other departments. A clear indication of this is 
the fact that the concept “integration” can mean different things depending on the writer. (Kahn & 
Mentzer 1998, 53) 
One stream in the literature sees integration as an integrative process in which activities enhancing 
interdepartmental communication are essential (e.g. Ruekert & Walker 1987, 3; Griffin & Hauser 
1996, 193-195). It is suggested that a marketing manager adopting this view would favour 
activities entitled to increasing communications, for example arranging more meetings and 
increasing written documentation. In essence, the marketing manager would focus on structuring 
the marketing department’s relationship with other departments’ through enhancing the diffusion 
of market information. (Kahn & Mentzer 1998, 53)
A second view sees integration between departments as a collaborative process, where the 
relationship  is focused on “teams” and “resource sharing” (e.g., Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 44-46). 
It is suggested that the marketing management having this collaborative view of integration would 
focus on establishing collective goal, mutual respect and teamwork between departments. This 
view is thus in essence about relationships and building esprit de corps. (Kahn & Mentzer 1998, 
53) Management attitudes towards improving the coordination between marketing and sales are 
critical for improving collaboration between the two (Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007b, 939). 
The main issue in integration with marketing and other departments is whether the integrative 
process view or the collaborative process view or both lead to higher levels of business 
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performance. It has been shown in an empirical research that collaboration has a significant, 
positive relationships with different performance outcome variables, where as there has been 
found no relationships with integrative process and performance. Also, no relationship has been 
found with both collaboration and integrative process into performance. (Kahn & Mentzer 1998, 
57) Thus, companies should seek for collaboration as opposed to integration (Le Meunier-
FitzHugh & Piercy 2007b, 941). The concept of collaboration is used also in this study  when 
defining the marketing-sales relationship  as the performance outcomes of that  relationship  are 
essential. 
Also the marketing-sales relationship is discussed in literature with varying terms. Marketing-
sales integration, marketing-sales collaboration and marketing-sales interface are often used to 
signify relatively  the same thing. Lawrence and Lorsch (1973, 11) have originally defined the 
integration between different organizational units as “the quality of the state of collaboration that 
exists among departments that are required to achieve unity  of effort by  the demands of the 
environment”. Nevertheless, they noted that  the concept “integration” is rather ambiguous. 
(Lawrence & Lorch 1973, 11) 
Due to the ambiguity  of the term integration, Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 139) ended up 
using the term “the quality of cooperation between marketing and sales” as they find it describing 
the state of the interdepartmental relationship  instead of the process. They define the quality of 
cooperation between marketing and sales as “the extent to which there is a state of collaboration 
between marketing and sales that is characterized by unity of effort and harmony” (Homburg et al. 
2008, 139). One should also note that marketing-sales relationship  develops and changes in 
companies over time (Biemans et al. 2010, 192). Thus, from this can be drawn a definition for 
marketing-sales relationship as follows: “marketing-sales relationship is the state of collaboration 
between marketing and sales which develops and changes over time” (Homburg et al. 2008, 139; 
Biemans et al. 2010, 192). Naturally, this state can be either harmonious or disunited. 
In sum, it seems that when marketing-sales relationship is organized as a collaborative rather than 
integrative process, the effects on business performance are positive. Still, marketing and sales are 
organized quite differently  in companies, but marketing activities are increasingly seen as 
responsibility of others than marketing personnel as well. Also, both marketing and sales have 
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increased their strategic importance, which could have effected to the rising importance of the 
relationship  between them as well. In strategic level, both marketing and sales should contribute to 
organization’s business performance. 
2.1.2. Conceptualization of marketing-sales relationship
Next, I will provide an overview to marketing-sales relationship so that it  is then visible how the 
focus of this study, namely time and goal orientation and their effect on the business performance, 
fits in the ensemble view of marketing-sales relationship. I will present an extensive 
conceptualization of marketing-sales relationship done by Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008) 
and extend that with other relevant literature. 
The marketing-sales relationship is of importance as successful outcomes of this relationship can 
be highly beneficial for the company in question. Successful relationship is seen to lead to long-
term orientation in regard to strategy, joint team decisions both across hierarchical levels and 
functional teams and successful communication so that both teams are informed about relevant 
issues. It  has been also suggested that marketing and sales need to work closely so that they can 
jointly form a prevent mechanism for customers initiating influence tactics against the supplier 
when seeking for example lower prices. (Borders 2006, 362) Marketing-sales relationship also has 
an effect on business performance, which can be either positive, neutral or negative (e.g. Krohmer 
et al. 2002, 461; Kahn 1996, 141; Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a, 214). Also customer 
focus in its deepest form can be achieved through deep integration which involves also marketing 
and sales. Then, the focus is in bringing the understanding of customers needs to all day-to-day 
operations. (Gulati & Oldroyd 2005, 99-100) Thus, marketing-sales relationship clearly  can have 
many positive effects in the company, but of course, this depends on the dimensions of this 
relationship and on context as well. 
The marketing-sales relationship is often described as problematic and far from harmonious 
(Rouzies et al. 2005, 114; Montgomery  & Webster 1997, 16). There is a lack of cohesion, which 
leads to conflicts. There is not enough trust between the people of the two functions, the 
coordination of joint activities does not work, and negative stereotypes of each other are common. 
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(Carpenter 1992, 29; Cespedes 1996, 29-30; Kotler et al. 2006, 3) Based on this it  is not surprising 
that managers are not always satisfied with the results they  have achieved in this area (Beverland 
et al. 2006, 386). This state of the relationship  described above is most likely not beneficial for 
any company. This is why it is important to understand what the marketing-sales relationship is 
like and how it is constructed. 
As it can be reasoned from the above paragraph, the marketing-sales relationship is a complex 
phenomenon. Unfortunately, in prevailing literature, it  is often seen from only one perspective. So 
far, the most extensive conceptualization is done by Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 
137-138). They have identified five conceptual domains of the marketing-sales relationship  based 
on earlier research: information sharing, structural linkages, power, orientations consisting of time 
and goal orientation and knowledge. Each of these domains contains one or few conceptual 
dimensions. Basically  they have tied together similar constructs and they stress that there does not 
exists a hierarchical structure between these domains so that one would act as a prerequisite for 
another. (Homburg et al. 2008, 137) I will present these domains in the order reflected above.
The first conceptual domain in Homburg’s, Jensen’s and Krohmer’s (2008) conceptualization is 
information sharing. This domain includes cross-functional intelligence dissemination and 
knowledge sharing. Information transmission, or dissemination, is seen as a central element in 
marketing-sales relationship, because it is a prerequisite for being able to use the information. 
They  also see it as a bilateral issue as the information flows in this case should go from marketing 
to sales and vice versa. (Homburg et al. 2008, 137-138)
Effective communication between marketing and sales functions is seen to decrease the amount of 
interdepartmental conflicts and that way have a positive effect on collaboration between marketing 
and sales. Shared market intelligence, on the other hand, is seen to increase the level of 
communication. (Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a, 211; Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 
2007b, 945) For being able to communicate, marketing and sales personnel should also use same 
language with common definitions as if not, there can be a language barrier, which complicates 
the relationship  (Oliva 2006, 395-396). Information sharing between marketing and sales is 
important also in a sense that it is means for building credibility by  showing that the information 
and knowledge that marketing or sales has is really useful and vital (Malshe 2010, 17). Managerial 
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reports note that in the end, business suffers if sales and marketing do not communicate and share 
information. This problem is seen as a fundamental one. It is not claimed that the two sides should 
always agree, but they have to discuss. Marketing people have to share their market information 
and also ask for sales views on the matters and vice versa. (Lorge 1999, 27-29; Gulati & Oldroyd 
2005, 94-97) 
The second conceptual domain of marketing-sales relationship  conceptualization is structural 
linkages (Homburg et al. 2008, 137). This refers to the degree to which formal interaction 
channels or horizontal platforms are created to aid interdepartmental activities (Workman et al. 
1998, 27). It has been claimed that “mixing” marketing and sales with help  of different kinds of 
structural linkages, would produce favourable results for organizations (Oliva 2006, 395). 
Structural linkages domain contains three dimensions. The first is the classical horizontal platform 
“team work” (Homburg et al. 2008, 138). This refers to the level in which market-related activities 
are developed and implemented together with marketing and sales personnel (Cespedes 1996, 31). 
The second dimension is joint planning, which means the degree in which marketing and sales 
jointly develop  objectives, budgets and activities (Homburg et al. 2008, 138). The third dimension 
of structural linkages is formalization, which is seen as the level to which the cooperation between 
marketing and sales is managed by guidelines (Homburg et al. 2008, 138).  
In regard to joint planning it  has been pointed out that in order to successfully implementing the 
marketing strategy so that activities of both departments are coordinated with the strategy, both 
marketing and sales functions need to contribute already in the strategy making phase. It is 
essential that both functions participate equally during entire process. Still, it has been shown that 
often the sales function does not take part in making the strategy. (Anderson et al. 1999, 23; Olson 
et al. 2001, 25; Malshe & Sohi 2009, 401, 413) In addition, it seems that sales managers often 
“build” their sales objectives regardless of the marketing strategy so that  the goals of sales and 
marketing are not clearly coordinated closely  enough (Strahle et al. 1996, 14-15). Joint planning 
has also seen to have a positive effect on collaboration between marketing and sales (Le Meunier-
FitzHugh & Piercy 2007b, 946).
Sales and marketing are organized differently in different firms, which can be seen in different 
degrees of formalization. It is claimed that integration mechanisms, like project teams and job 
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rotation, can have positive effect on collaboration between marketing and sales (Le Meunier-
FitzHugh & Piercy 2007b, 948). Already Lawrence and Lorsch (1973, 32) noted that also inside 
organizations there are differences in the degree of the formality of structure and that the 
differences between departments are commonly related to the nature of the activities they employ. 
Traditionally, though, the relationship between marketing and sales has been seen as a sequential 
process in which marketing first plans and sales later executes these plans to some extent 
(Cespedes 1993, 38 & 1996, 29). 
Earlier, sales unit has also been seen as a subunit to the marketing department (Ruekert et al. 1985, 
14; Grönroos 2006, 409). This seems a little obscure, at least nowadays, as it  is reported that in a 
study of 47 companies there were zero cases in which sales would report to a marketing manager 
(Workman et al. 1998, 37). Still managerial reports claim that in organizational hierarchy, 
marketing people see themselves positioned above sales people (Lorge 1999, 27).  It is not always 
clear cut to identify the marketing-sales interface as small companies might not even have a 
marketing function. In small companies it may  be only one person taking care of both of these 
areas, or marketing ideas and activities might come from managers, sales force, or an advertising 
agency. (Kotler et al. 2006, 4; Biemans & Brencic 2007, 257 & 262)  
 Managerial reports also questions whether the view of seeing marketing and sales as two, 
separate departments is becoming obsolete. Instead, some companies are building up teams that 
are responsible for specific client accounts, combining people from all around the traditional 
functions of the company. The main point there is to connect the groups that are in contact with 
the customer. (Lorge 1999, 32) Still, in the academic literature, no evidence is found in support 
that marketing department as such would be disappearing, quite the opposite. It  has been found 
that when a company does not have a separate marketing department, it is usually due to the small 
size of the company in question. (Workman et al. 1998, 35)
 Most often, however, sales and marketing are rather separate functions within an organization, 
though having many factors affecting the relationship between them. Even as a separate function, 
the form of the marketing functions varies a lot, at  least based on the industry, the company size 
and the product life-cycle stage the company  is at. (Kotler et al. 2006, 3-4) The factors affecting 
the relationship  between marketing and sales include e.g. nature of the product offering, market 
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fragmentation, supply chain management requirements and accelerated product life cycles. There 
is need for coordination between marketing strategy and sales implementation, which means that 
also the sales unit has an important role in performing marketing activities. (Cespedes 1993, 39)  
The third conceptual domain in marketing-sales relationship  conceptualization is power (Homburg 
et al. 2008, 137). This domain projects how different organizational departments have influence 
on market-related activities (Homburg et al. 1999, 2-3). In this domain, there is a lot of variation 
between companies as it varies which one of the two units, marketing or sales, is dominant 
(Workman et al. 1998, 33). Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 138-139) group different 
approaches to power into three different groups. First one focuses on the outcomes of power, 
second one is based on the sources of power and third one reflects to the decision areas in which 
power is used. (Homburg et al. 2008, 139) It is claimed that in an interdepartmental context, the 
third approach is most common. Consequently, power is assessed as to whether market-related 
activities are responsibility of one or more departments so whether market-related activities are 
influenced by  sales or marketing and to what extent. It is acknowledged that the structure of the 
marketing organization affects this power balance. (Homburg et al. 1999, 11-12) Power has also 
been discussed in context of customer relationship in a sense that what kind of power balance 
there is between the company and its customer or customers (Borders 2006, 366). 
The fourth conceptual domain in marketing-sales relationship conceptualization consists of time 
and goal orientation (Homburg et al. 2008, 137-138). Departments are seen to differ based on the 
time horizon, whether the planning time line is seen in short-term or long-term and to objects, 
whether the department focuses on customers or products. These two are called reflectively time 
orientation and goal orientation. (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 32-33) The domains presented at first, 
namely information sharing, structural linkages and power, have attracted more research attention 
compared to the last two dimensions as they can be seen as “hard” domains. This domain of time 
and goal orientation and the last domain, knowledge, have so far attracted less research attention, 
possibly because they are “soft” domains and in some way, harder to measure and manage. 
(Homburg et al. 2008, 136-139) Still, I find that  when a company wants to achieve extraordinary 
competitive advantage and that way higher business performance, all possible factors should be 
considered. Thus, more information is definitely needed on time and goal orientation so that it 
would be known what situations can be optimal for companies in relation to time and goal 
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orientation. This domain will be presented in larger extent in the subchapter 2.2 as it  is in the main 
focus of this study. 
The fifth conceptual domain in marketing-sales relationship  conceptualization is knowledge. This 
domain pertains to the degree of expertise in an organizational unit  (Homburg et al. 2008, 138), 
which can also be seen as part of credibility (Malshe 2010, 17).  The importance of knowledge in 
inter-departmental relationships has been emphasized in the research on departmental thought 
worlds. Differences in knowledge can decrease the quality of communication and cause 
interpretive barriers (Dougherty 1992, 179). Market knowledge is seen as the extent to which an 
employee is knowledgeable about customer and competitors where as product knowledge is about 
being knowledgeable about products and internal processes (Homburg et al. 2008, 139). On the 
other hand, it is also suggested that  differences in thought worlds could possibly both help  and 
hinder the decision making on marketing activities (Deshpande & Webster 1989, 12). Relating to 
knowledge, organizational learning and commitment to it has been seen to relate positively with 
the level of collaboration between marketing and sales (Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy  2007a, 
210; Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007b, 945). 
Besides these conceptual domains, Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 139-140) have included 
three outcome variables and three context variables in their configuration of marketing and sales 
relationship. The first  outcome variable is the “quality  of cooperation between marketing and 
sales” which I presented earlier when discussing the marketing-sales relationship in subchapter 
2.1.1. The second and third outcome variables are tied to the business performance of the business 
unit. The other one is market performance, reflecting the extent that the business unit in question 
is achieving better results, better market related outcomes than its competitors. The other business 
performance outcome is profitability, which is seen as return on sales (ROS). (Homburg et al. 
2008, 139)
In the recent literature from the last two, three decades, the growing cross-functional integration 
and market orientation is seen as a way to achieve better results in marketing performance 
(Ruekert & Walker & Ruekert 1987, 15; Kohli & Jaworski 1990, 15; Duncan & Moriarty. 1998, 1; 
McKenna 1991, 79). It  is also stated that  marketing itself should have a bigger and more strategic 
role in order to achieve better business performance (Homburg et al. 1999, 12).  Also some 
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empirical evidence exist that cross-functional deployment of marketing activities helps the 
strategic business unit in increasing its business performance (Krohmer et al. 2002, 451). This is 
logical as marketing activities can been seen as sub processes of three core business processes 
generating customer value, namely product development management, supply chain management 
and customer relationship  management. Thus the cross-functional processes are needed for the 
implementation of marketing ideas. (Srivastava et al. 1999, 168, 177) The effect the marketing-
sales relationship has on business performance will be discussed in more detail in subchapter 2.3. 
The three context variables in marketing-sales relationship conceptualization are internal change, 
market turbulence and technological turbulence and the industry. First, internal change is seen as 
the degree to which organizational issues such as structures, processes, leadership, and strategy are 
changing regularly. Second, environmental dynamism, including both market turbulence and 
technological turbulence, is seen as the degree to which competitive activities, needs of the 
customers and technology in the market are transforming regularly. Third, the industry  is included 
as the level of profitability, namely the return on sales, varies depending on the industry. 
(Homburg et al. 2008, 139-140). These and other context  variables are discussed in more detail in 
subchapter 2.3 as these are moderating the relationship between the business performance 
outcomes and marketing-sales relationship. 
It is not totally  straightforward that deeper marketing-sales integration would result in positive 
outcomes. There are also some drawbacks, and in all situations a deeper integration might not be 
desirable. There is empirical evidence that  when a company operates in a dynamic environment, 
the dispersion of influence between different units on marketing activities might be unbeneficial, 
for example due to a slower decision making process. (Krohmer et al. 2002, 455)
Even though there is a rising interest in the marketing-sales relationship and collaboration between 
the two departments, it  is notable that the empirical studies on this area are rather limited. 
Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 133) state and show that  the marketing-sales interface has 
not been researched systematically and deeply. They draw together the eight  empirical studies 
made on this matter before 2008 and make three conclusions. First, there is a lack of empirical 
evidence on marketing-sales integration. Second, only three of the empirical studies focus 
especially on the marketing-sales interface and other five only discuss it as a side issue. Third, no 
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variation between the companies is analyzed and the focus is on the typical, average company. All 
in all, it is stressed that the existing empirical studies focus on one or few sides of this broad 
relationship  in isolation and that their conceptual model is the first broad classification. (Homburg 
et al. 2008, 134-135)
Many studies in marketing-sales relationship take it for granted that close and smooth cooperation 
is the right solution for all companies (e.g. Smith et al. 2006, 564-566, Guenzi & Troilo 2007, 
104-105).  Contrarily, Biemans, Makovec and Malshe (2010) stress that companies must  develop 
the marketing-sales relationship in such a way that best suits the company and is environment. 
They  point out that the quality  and outcomes of this relationship  depend on the characteristics of 
both functions and the way the relationship is organized. (Biemans et al. 2010, 192)
In sum, marketing-sales relationship  is a complex and multifaceted issue. This can be seen in next 
page in Figure 1 that draws together literature presented in this subchapter and shows the 
multidimensionality  of the marketing-sales relationship and its outcomes. It is important to notice 
that the development of marketing and sales concepts and disciplines, which was presented in 
2.1.1, can have an important effect on the state of the marketing-sales relationship in companies 
today. For example, the fact that sales research has developed as sub-discipline of marketing could 
have an effect on the power related issues between marketing and sales. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual model of marketing-sales relationship
(adapted from Homburg et al. 2008)
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  2.2 Time orientation and goal orientation as elements of the marketing-sales relationship
In this subchapter, I will introduce the concepts of goal orientation and time orientation and 
relevant literature relating to them. I will also present the effects these orientations have on the 
marketing-sales relationship and that way point out why goal orientation and time orientation are 
important when discussing the marketing-sales relationship. 
In organizational research, the conceptual scheme of differing departmental orientations, or in 
other words perspectives, has been of interest already in the end of 1960s. The work of Lawrence 
and Lorsch (1973) is seen as classical (Homburg et al. 2008, 139), as they have segregated several 
aspects of departmental orientations. They have discussed formality of structure, interpersonal 
orientation, time orientation and goal orientation. Trough these different perspectives departments 
might separate rather than combine information. (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 32-33) Since their 
work, two aspects have dominated the research of departmental interfaces: goal orientation and 
time orientation. (Dougherty  1992, 181; Griffin & Hauser 1996, 196) Also managerial reports 
have reflected these two issues (Lorge 1999, 28; Cespedes 1995, 63-65).
Time and goal orientation are part of a taxonomy on marketing-sales relationship presented by 
Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008). They point out  that besides the visible factors including 
information sharing, structural linkages and power, managers should concentrate on managing 
also softer factors like time and goal orientations and knowledge (Homburg et al. 2008, 149). 
Their conceptualization on time and goal orientation is grounded on two things. First, they base on 
the work of Lawrence and Lorsch (1973) presented above. Second, they also rely on the 
managerial reports (Cespedes 1995, 58-59; Lorge 1999, 28) showing that sales is seen as short-
term oriented while marketing is long-term oriented. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 126) 
Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008) have defined time orientation and goal orientation in the 
following way. Time orientation, which they named as the short-term (versus long-term) 
orientation, is defined as “the extent to which activities of marketing/sales are guided by 
immediate action rather than by extensive planning”. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 126; Homburg et 
al. 2008, 139) They  have defined goal orientation, which they  named customer (versus product) 
orientation, as follows: “the extent to which the activities of marketing/sales are guided by 
   
customer-related rather than product-related strategies, plans, and performance evaluations”. 
These definitions are used also in this study to allow comparability in the empirical part.  
In recent years, these departmental orientations and especially goal and time orientation have been 
discussed as part of wider organizational concept: departmental “thought worlds” (Homburg & 
Jensen 2007, 124). It has been stated that the different “thought worlds” of managers could be 
explored in relation to conflict between marketing and other departments, especially marketing 
versus sales (Deshpande & Webster 1989, 12). This issue has been agreed to also in managerial 
reports (Varcoe 2008, 14). 
Dougherty (1992) has researched the different departmental thought worlds. It  was found that the 
thought worlds, which reflect the ways in which individuals and groups organize their thinking 
and action, are clear barriers for cooperation between departments. Having different thought 
worlds means that departments focus on different aspects of knowledge and that way understand 
the totality differently. (Dougherty 1992, 179) 
Dougherty (1992, 182) presents two central elements on thought worlds: funds of knowledge 
which refers to what is known and systems of meaning which refers to how things are known. It is 
claimed that what is known beforehand is likely to affect how knowledge is received and 
interpreted later on. This implies that departments with different thought worlds, for example sales 
and marketing having different view on what is central and what they should focus on (e.g. 
product focus vs. customer focus), might not easily be able to share knowledge and ideas, as 
others views might be underestimated and prejudged and even ignored, if not fitting into one’s 
own thought world. This way, vital information might be ignored. (Dougherty 1992, 182)
Dougherty’s views are consistent with the differentiation concept of Lawrence and Lorsch (1973, 
11) as they point out that differences in orientations are cognitive and emotional and they appear 
among managers in different departments. They specify that among departments and individuals 
appear differences in behaviours and attitudes as well as in working styles and mental processes 
(Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 9). 
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Homburg and Jensen (2007, 125) point out that views on this matter of both Lawrence and Lorsch 
and Dougherty (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 11; Dougherty 1992, 182) touch upon knowledge and 
cognitive orientations. They  have translated this thought-world concept, having both competence 
and orientation dimensions, into the context of marketing-sales relationship. Figure 2 presents 
their conceptual model. 
Figure 2: Conceptual model of marketing-sales thought worlds 
(Homburg & Jensen 2007, 125)
This model of Homburg and Jensen (2007, 125) consists of several different elements. First, there 
are differences of thought-worlds. This is divided into two parts: differences in time and goal 
orientations between marketing and sales and competence differences between marketing and 
sales. Only the orientation element is discussed further in the scope of this study. Second, there are 
control variables, which we will discuss partially in 2.3.2. These two, thought-world differences 
and control variables together lead to the quality of cooperation between marketing and sales. By 
this, Homburg and Jensen refer to as “the extent to which there is a state of collaboration between 
marketing and sales that is characterized by unity of effort.” Then again, quality of cooperation 
leads to the market performance of the business unit in question. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 
125-127)
There are various potential reasons that departments have differing orientations in regard to time 
and object. These reasons include at least background of people, organizational routines, 
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incentives and performance criteria. Personnel in different departments have often different  kinds 
of educational backgrounds, which are seen as one reason for different orientations. Managers’ 
influence on this is seen as especially  important as they have more power over the department. 
Also the organizational routines in departments can be different and also this can affect time and 
goal orientations. (Griffin & Hauser 1996, 196; Dewsnap & Jobber 2009, 987)
Incentive and assessment systems are also another important reason for varying goal and time 
orientations as marketing and sales department are motivated with different kinds of incentives 
and assessed based on different performance criteria. Rouziés et  al. (2005) suggest that incentives 
and measurability would actually be an important reason for differences in time and goal 
orientations. They find that incentives and measurability reinforce the different time and goal 
orientations of marketing and sales even more. (Rouziés et al. 2005, 115) Marketing and sales are 
actually judged based on different metrics that seem to be based on differing functional roles 
within the organization. Marketing is devoted to creating long-term competitive advantage for the 
organization through programs and they  focus on for example market share, contribution and 
profit-and-loss account and are rewarded based on sales and the profitability  of some specific 
product or area they are responsible for. On the other hand, sales department is dedicated to 
closing deals which are followed by  sales volume compared to targets. The incentives for sales are 
usually  related to the total amount of sales in a territory, regardless of specific products. In regard 
to measurability, it  can easily be seen whether sales achieves its sales target or not. (Cespedes 
1996, 28; Rouziés et al. 2005, 115; Kotler et al. 2006, 6) Aligning incentives and measurement 
could possibly lead to positive effects on collaboration between marketing and sales (Le Meunier-
FitzHugh & Piercy  2007b, 949). It has been pointed out that incentives and reward systems must 
be in accordance with both marketing and sales strategies. For example sales managers and 
personnel should not be told to do one thing, and yet rewarded for doing something else. (Strahle 
et al. 1996, 16) 
Next, I will provide a deeper look into time orientation and goal orientation separately. Even 
though theses two are related, each should be discussed separately to provide a clear view on both.
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2.2.1 Time orientation
Time orientation is seen as a changing component between different departments and their 
members, which varies from short-term to long-term. In regard to time orientation, Lawrence and 
Lorsch (1973, 34) have expected that members of different departments would have different 
orientations towards time due to environmental differences. It was especially stated that sales was 
expected to focus on short-term issues. (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 33-34) 
The view of differing time orientations was shown correct  as Lawrence and Lorsch (1973, 35) 
found in an empirical research that in different departments, time orientation of their members was 
related to the time span of the feedback they  receive. In sales, it was reported that their work dealt 
with matters that would have a relatively fast effect on profits. This is consistent with the 
environmental side, as the feedback from the market, the context in which sales people work, 
comes relatively fast. Consequently, this supports the view that in regard to time, sales people are 
rather short-term oriented. On the other hand, in administration, for example, they  had longer time 
horizons, which is in line with having different orientations due to environmental differences, as 
they  are able to get feedback from the project they do only  when the project ends. Lawrence and 
Lorsch do point out that when discussing time orientation, they discuss general tendencies, not 
exact timeframes. It is acknowledged that even among members of one department, people have 
different time orientations relating to the tasks they have. (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 35) 
This view of differing time orientation between departments has received other support  as well 
among academics. Cespedes (1995, 65) pointed out that different groups might approach joint 
activities with different views of the related time line. Moreover, he emphasizes that time horizons 
of different groups varies also based on their focus on the different parts of the product life cycle. 
For example product management tends to focus on product development and seek for required 
resources while sales unit concentrates on specific product  requirements with a certain segment or 
account. (Cespedes 1995, 65-66)
In regard to marketing and sales specifically, it  has often been stated by  various researchers on this 
field that marketing is long-term oriented whereas sales, on the other hand, is seen more short-
term oriented (Cespedes 1993, 37; Rouziès et al. 2005, 114-115; Homburg et al. 2008, 139). Also 
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managerial reports reveal this view of sales with short  sight, focus on quarterly revenue and 
marketing with strategic, longer term perspective (Lorge 1999, 28; Cespedes 1995, 58-59). Some 
have also given understanding to sales, as sometimes, the whole company might not exist if the 
sales unit does not meet its short-term targets. Still, this cannot be used as an excuse the bypass the 
long-term strategic objectives. (Olson et al. 2001, 25)  It  has also been seen that the differing time 
orientations affect the goal and resource allocation decisions as well, so that sales tries to meet 
customer expectations, while marketing focuses on brand equity building activities (Kotler et al. 
2006, 5; Montgomery & Webster 1997, 15-16). Whether marketing is long-term or short-term 
oriented, depends on the point of comparison. Marketing is actually  not always seen as long-term 
oriented, as for example compared to R&D it is seen as short-term oriented (Griffin & Hauser 
1996, 196). 
Contrarily, also marketing can be viewed as short-term oriented. As companies are facing pressure 
from financial markets and shareholders, also marketing ends up focusing on short-term goals and 
tactical outcomes such as sales volume, changes in awareness and their effects on business 
performance. (Webster 2005, 4) It is even claimed that most marketers fail to act on a long-term 
basis, but have their focus on short-term gains such as improving sales on this month, market 
share this week, or shelf space compared to competitors (Sheth & Sisodia 2005, 10). 
As presented above, time orientation has been found to be one of the factors separating marketing 
and sales. Beverland, Steel & Dapiran (2006, 386) show in their empirical study, which focused 
on identifying cultural factors that drive marketing and sales apart, that among other factors, 
differences in beliefs about time focus separate these two. This study of Beverland et al. (2006) 
indicates that theoretical frames are correct and sales department often has a short-term focus and 
marketing a long-term one. In practise this means that  sales sees itself as responding to 
customers’ immediate needs where as marketing does not really mind about customers’ day-to-day 
problems, but rather about long-term perspectives. To managers it was suggested that they should 
try to direct sales towards having a more strategic focus as well. (Beverland et al. 2006, 386, 390)
Differing time orientations within an organization are important as they affect how organization 
uses it  resources and makes investments. An example of this is that a department, which is short-
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term oriented, might prioritize the investments going into customer loyalty on a lower level, than a 
department, that is long-term oriented. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 126)
In sum, time orientation of an organizational department and its members is seen as either short-
term or long-term oriented and it differs based on varying environmental conditions different 
departments face. Especially sales is shown to be short-term oriented and marketing long-term 
oriented. These differences in time orientations may be due to different kinds of objectives 
marketing and sales departments face.  
2.2.2 Goal orientation
Lawrence and Lorsch (1973, 36-37) have claimed that departments differ also in their orientations 
towards goals and objectives. Departments have different tasks they accomplish in order to 
achieve certain objectives. These tasks deal with a particular aspect  of the environment. For 
example sales managers should have their main focus on achieving market objectives in order to 
be effective. The findings show that usually members of each department have their focus only on 
their own activities and objectives. For example, sales personnel were mostly focusing on 
customer problems, competitive activities, and other issues in the marketplace. Also, it seems that 
their goals often relate to either customer or product related issues. (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 
36-37) These goals are most often set by management (Anderson et  al. 1999, 23).  In other words, 
marketing and sales are claimed to differ based on what are the goals of their main activities and 
what they are trying to optimize (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 126). Also Dougherty (1992, 188) 
points out, when talking about her systems of meaning as how things are known, that there are 
differences between people and departments as some view their task as making the product while 
others view it as building a relationship with buyer.
Goal orientations of marketing and sales are usually seen as product orientation and customer 
orientation reflectively. Differences between marketing and sales exist in regard to goal orientation 
and these differences can be a potential source for conflicts. It has been claimed by  many that 
marketing is more product-oriented operating at national level and sales is more customer-oriented 
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so that focus is on specific accounts. (Cespedes 1993, 37; Rouziès et  al. 2005, 114-115; Homburg 
et al. 2008, 139) There is a potential conflict between a product-oriented department and a 
customer-oriented department  for example in decisions about eliminations of unprofitable 
products. Product-oriented department would like to eliminate it  where as customer-oriented 
department might see it as the “anchor product” in some important  account. (Homburg & Jensen 
2007, 126) On the other hand, it has been suggested that while marketing focuses on specific 
products, sales has responsibilities for multiple products in multiple categories due to role 
alignment (Cespedes 1995, 63). 
Customer orientation is seen as central for sales personnel as it is seen that customer-oriented sales 
personnel are an important aspect in achieving business performance. Sales people, who actually 
have a high level of customer orientation, truly  care for their customers, and engage in activities 
that produce value for customers, including processing customer feedback and solving customer 
problems. In short, customer orientation is seen as a characteristic of a high-performing sales 
person. (Jaramillo & Grisaffe 2009, 167-168)
On the other hand, customer orientation is often seen as a central element of the whole company. 
Montgomery  and Webster (1997) point out that there seems to be some kind of acceptance among 
managers about the fundamental importance of customer orientation in extremely  competitive 
global markets. Basically this means that the view of putting the customer first is widely accepted. 
In real life, though, creating a customer-oriented company is not so simple and should be 
investigated in more detail than it has so far. (Montgomery  & Webster 1997, 17) Also Cespedes 
(1995) points out that often in a company it can well be accepted that success is defined by  “the 
customer” meaning that all groups somehow understand the customer orientation. Still, at the 
same time “the customer” is seen and interpreted differently by  different groups. This implies that 
different activities involving, for example customer contact, are prioritized and given resources 
differently. (Cespedes 1995, 63) 
In managerial reports, it  has been claimed that the customer focus is totally lost when “sales does 
the sales thing, marketing does the marketing thing – and no one does the customer thing”. It is 
unclear who is responsible for company’s relationship  with customers. Marketing and sales often 
make promises for customers, but it is not clear who is responsible for keeping the promises and 
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building customer loyalty. (Lorge 1999, 28; Brown 2005, 3) On the other hand, some find that it is 
ultimately  marketing’s responsibility  to connect the interests of customers and the company, which 
often does not happen (Sheth & Sisodia 2005, 10). 
Problems exist  also in aligning different strategies that marketing and sales deal with. Strahle, 
Spiro and Acito (1996, 1) have empirically shown that discrepancies exist between marketing and 
sales personnel with regard to specific product strategies. This means that marketing strategy  and 
product-level strategies are not in line with each other. Potential reasons for this include the 
rapidity of product turn-over as offerings are changing on a faster pace, changes in personnel and 
miscommunication. Sometimes marketing managers also seem to push sales to achieve higher and 
higher volumes even when marketing strategy stresses other things. It would be important that 
there would be enough coordination between strategic levels so that business level strategy is 
reflected in functional activities. If these activities are not aligned with business level strategy, 
company is likely  to suffer from negative consequences such as loss of market share, wasted 
resources and conflicts between functions. (Strahle et al. 1996, 1-15)
In sum, goal orientation of an organizational department and its members, especially sales and 
marketing, is seen as either product-oriented or customer-oriented. Especially  sales is found to be 
customer-oriented and marketing product-oriented, which leads to conflicts in for example 
defining and interpreting strategies. These differences in goal orientation may be due to different 
kinds of objectives and assessment systems marketing and sales departments encounter. 
2.2.3 Effect of time and goal orientation on marketing-sales relationship
It can be stated that differences in time and goal orientation between departments are an important 
separating factor, and basis for conflict, when considering specifically marketing and sales 
(Deshpande & Webster 1989, 12; Cespedes 1995, 51-53). It has also been seen as a major stressor 
in other inter-functional relationships of the marketing department (Griffin & Hauser 1996, 196). 
Based on the presented literature in previous subchapters, it seems clear that in many 
organizations marketing and sales departments have different time and goal orientations, which 
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often results in a conflict between departments. This leads to a situation in which the people in 
sales or marketing do not really understand the meaning of issues raised by others and this way 
neither group values enough the contribution of the other for the company. Also, this confounds 
the effective coordination between the two. (Rouziés et al. 2005, 115; Kotler et al. 2006, 3) It 
should, however, be noted that there are major variations between companies in regard to time and 
goal orientation. In some companies, marketing and sales are close to each other, having same 
kind of time and goal orientations where as in others, they are far apart. (Carpenter 1992, 30-31; 
Lorge 1999, 28)
There are differing views on whether differences between departments in time and goal orientation 
are harmful for the company or not. The different orientations are claimed to be necessary for the 
organization to cope with the surrounding external environment. (Dewsnap & Jobber 2009, 987) 
Homburg and Jensen (2007, 133) find in their empirical work that differences in time and goal 
orientation between marketing and sales have a positive effect on the overall market performance, 
even though these differences can have a negative effect on the cooperation between these two 
departments. This means that even though having different time and goal orientations can complex 
the cooperation inside the company, it will in the end result in better decision making as more 
viewpoints are taken into account. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 133-134) In similar way, it has been 
stressed by  Cespedes (1996, 30) that the solution for solving problems between marketing and 
sales departments is not to eliminate the differences. 
An example of usefulness of different time orientations could be in the context of pricing. Sales 
may be agreeable to myopic pricing when customers are pressuring strongly, where as marketing 
might argue for the long term perspective. If not, a company might end up in a situation where it 
sacrifices its revenue and profits. When thinking about goal orientation, a common situation can 
be that the product-oriented department would like to insert as many new features as possible into 
a product, but the customer-oriented department would be advising for not the overcharging the 
customers. This means that similar goal and time orientations between different departments are 
not desirable, as the company gets a more wide view on issues when several different perspectives 
are discussed. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 133-135)
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In contrary, some studies have pointed out that if companies focus excessively on short-term 
goals, it leads to poor cooperation between marketing and sales, resulting in different views on 
company’s vision, goals and activities, for example. Thus, marketing and sales should both act on 
long-term. Relating to this, it has been also empirically  shown that among other things, a 
company’s long-term strategic orientation affects the creation of superior customer value as the 
company works more effectively  and efficiently, and this way increases the market performance. 
This long-term strategic orientation means that the goals and objectives are of long-term 
perspective, and there is time to make long-term decisions so that marketing and sales cooperate 
and align their views. (Guenzi & Troilo 2007, 98, 104-105)
The contradictory views whether differences in goal and time orientation are positive or negative 
exists also among managers. In some managerial reports, it is viewed that even though differences 
in thought worlds can cause conflict, this should not be eliminated, but structured in such a way 
that both marketing and sales get to act as devils advocates. This way  all the relevant information 
from these two departments would be evaluated and exploited in the decision making process. 
(Varcoe 2008, 14) In other managerial reports, overcoming the differences between the two 
departments is called for. It is seen as highly unbeneficial for the company  if marketing and sales 
personnel view the world differently. (Donath 1999, 16)
Homburg and Jensen (2007) have done an empirical research on their model of departmental 
thought worlds, which was presented earlier in subchapter 2.1.2. They found that mean differences 
were highly  significant for both goal orientation and time orientation. Specifically, sales was 
inclined towards customer orientation and short-term orientation while marketing was the 
opposite, inclining towards product orientation and long-term orientation. Please find these results 
also in Figure 3.  These results confirm the descriptions of the marketing sales-relationship in the 
literature. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 131)
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Figure 3: Goal orientation and time orientation profiles of marketing and sales 
(Homburg & Jensen 2007, 131)
The results of this empirical study are interesting all in all. First, all five models showed a 
positive, significant impact that the quality  of cooperation between marketing and sales has on the 
market performance of the business unit. Second, it was also found that different orientations do 
affect the quality of cooperation and in essence, that thought world differences, so differences in 
both orientations and competences decrease the quality  of cooperation between marketing and 
sales. Third, it was found that the differences in goal orientation as well as differences in time 
orientation have a positive effect on business performance of the business unit. It was also showed 
that the positive effect different orientations have on business performance is bigger than the 
negative effective is on the decreasing quality of cooperation. (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 131-132)
With the same data set, Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008) conducted another empirical 
research as well. They found five clusters which differed in regard to both time and goal 
orientation among other things. (Homburg et al. 2008, 142-144) The most successful clusters in 
regard to business performance were the following ones. “The Brand-Focused Professionals” 
cluster had marketing and sales departments that both are the most long-term oriented out of the 
clusters. Marketing was clearly  product-oriented in this cluster. It  also had significant power over 
marketing activities. In this cluster, the cooperation between marketing and sales seemed to be 
working well. This cluster was the best  performing one as it achieved the highest levels in all 
outcome variables. This indicates that if both marketing and sales are long-term oriented, better 
results can be achieved. (Homburg et al. 2008, 145-146) Another successful cluster, “Sales-Driven 
symbiosis”, combined complementary skills of marketing and sales. There, both marketing and 
sales were highly customer-oriented. Surprisingly, sales unit in this cluster was rather long-term 
oriented. No information is available whether marketing was long-term or short-term oriented. 
(Homburg et  al. 2008, 146) This cluster was the second highest performer in all outcome 
variables. 
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In sum of the empirical studies on goal and time orientations, in 2007 Homburg and Jensen found 
that the quality of cooperation between marketing and sales has an impact on the business 
performance of the unit in question. Also, it was found that different orientations decrease the 
quality of cooperation, but have a positive effect on the business performance. (Homburg & 
Jensen 2007, 131-132) From the 2008 study by Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer, it is important to 
note that the high performing clusters, Brand-Focused Professionals and Sales Driven Symbiosis, 
have in common the fact that they both have sales unit with long-term orientation (Homburg et al. 
2008, 145-146). 
To conclude, both goal orientation and time orientation seem highly relevant for both the 
marketing-sales relationship and business performance. Time orientation can be either short-term 
oriented, which sales unit is often seen to be, or long-term oriented as marketing is seen. Goal 
orientation can be divided into customer orientation and product orientation, respectively. The 
differences in orientations may be due to different kinds of objectives and targets the different 
departments face. There is no clear accordance whether these differences are beneficial or 
detrimental for the company. It seems slightly the way if the differences would cause conflicts 
inside the companies, but result in positive effects to business performance.
2.3 Marketing-sales relationship and business performance
This subchapter will discuss the effect of marketing and sales relationship to company’s or 
business unit’s business performance. I will first discuss the concept of business performance as 
such so that it is visible from which angle performance is converged. Then I will present literature 
and research on how marketing-sales relationship affects business performance. This is central for 
this study as the most important target is to show that there is a clear relationship between 
marketing-sales relationship  and business performance. Last, I will discuss few moderating factors 
between the marketing-sales relationship and business performance outcomes. These have to be 
presented and acknowledge as there are moderating factors in between marketing-sales 
relationship  and business performance and thus, these can affect the effect  marketing-sales 
relationship has on business performance. 
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Business performance Literature reviews on performance point out  that there has not been a joint 
understanding among academics on what constitutes performance. Still, it is said that literature 
can be interpreted so that there are three significant perspectives that most often appear in 
performance literature. These are the goal approach, the systems resource approach and the 
process approach. The goal approach claims that organizations try  to achieve clear, identifiable 
goals so attaining goals is the focus. The systems resource approach focuses on the relationship 
between the organization and its environment and it sees performance as organization’s ability to 
attain resources that are scarce, but valuable. The process approach focuses on the organizations 
members and their activities and behaviour. This way all three, goals, resources and processes or 
behavior can be seen as essential components of organizational performance. (Ford & 
Schellenberg 1982, 50)
Assessing organizational performance has been in the focus of extensive and increasing research 
both empirically and in conceptual manner (Ford & Schellenberg 1982, 49). It has been stressed in 
academic literature that regardless of the perspective chosen to conceptualize organizational 
performance, it remains as a compound and multidimensional phenomenon (Dess & Robinson 
1984, 265). In effect, the performance of a company or a business unit is seen differently from a 
perspective of different stakeholder groups, for example investors, employees and customers. 
Also, it matters whether the one assessing the company has a short-term or long-term perspective .
(Walker & Ruekert 1987)
For the purposes of this present study, the goal approach is most appropriate as the goal approach 
is seen as the widest concept of the performance approaches. It has been claimed than in assessing 
organizations more than one of these approaches should be employed in order to achieving better 
understanding of dynamics of organizations (Ford & Schellenberg 1982, 56). On the other hand, 
the goal approach can include goals in relation to resources and processes as well and it is for that 
reason chosen for this study. 
Business performance is at the center of strategic management (Venktraman et al. 1986, 801-802) 
and there is a growing tendency  to consider it in relation to marketing as well (e.g. Clark 1999, 
711; Ambler 2003, 6-11; Lamberti & Noci 2010, 139-141). The challenge with marketing and 
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business performance is that it is not simple to measure the relation between the two. Measuring 
marketing effectiveness is not  straightforward, as it  might be difficult to assess effects of some 
marketing activities, like brand image development in the short-term. This has lead to a situation 
where marketing efforts are often assessed based on the process of making decisions and some 
intermediate outcomes such as brand attitudes and brand awareness instead of the long-term 
effects on business performance. (Rouziés et al. 2005, 115) This could be a possible reason why 
the research on the relationship between marketing and business performance is still limited, 
though increasing.
The shareholder value approach is dominating business environment and executives’ minds today 
as the ultimate goal of companies. The basic idea of this approach is that companies’ purpose is to 
maximize the returns to shareholders. It is also claimed that marketing should better understand 
what shareholder value is and how marketing can contribute to it. This way the strategic 
importance of marketing, which currently is quite minimal, would grow. (Lukas et al. 2005, 
414-415). Srivastava et al. (1999) has already showed that there is a relationship between 
marketing and shareholder value (Srivastava et al. 1999, 177-178). Thus, financial performance is 
stressed nowadays. 
Business performance is different from financial performance, which can be seen in Figure 4 
below. Financial performance refers to pure financial goals such as sales growth or earnings per 
share and assumes that financial goals are dominant in relation to other goals organizations have. 
(Venkatraman & Ramanujam 1986, 801-804) Early  work of marketing measurement focused 
especially on this financial side (Clark 1999, 713). Business performance on the other hand is seen 
as including both financial performance and operational performance. Operational performance is 
seen to include also other than purely financial goals such as market-share and product quality. By 
including also operational performance indicators, the focus moves from pure financial factors to 
both financial factors and key operational factors leading to financial performance. (Venkatraman 
& Ramanujam 1986, 801-804) In relation to marketing, in the field of marketing performance 
measurement the focus has moved from including only financial measures to including both 
financial and non-financial measures (Clark 1999, 713-714) so the focus has moved towards 
business performance. Figure 4 provides an overview of the realm of business performance. 
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 Figure 4: The realm of business performance
(adapted from Venkatraman et al. 1986, 803)
The concept  of business performance does not have a single, accepted definition, but many 
definitions, which approach business performance from different perspectives (Venktraman et  al. 
1986, 801-802). Ambler and Kokkinaki (1997, 666) have defined success based on the goal 
approach in the following way: “the proximity of achievement of goals”. These goals, that 
companies pursue, can be pursued either consciously or unconsciously  and the goals can be set 
either by themselves or others. (Ambler & Kokkinaki 1997, 666) 
By combining this idea of goal achievement (Ambler & Kokkinaki 1997, 666) and the idea of 
business performance as including financial and operational performance (Venkatraman et al. 
1986, 803), business performance can be defined in the following way: “Business performance is 
the achievement of financial and operational business goals” (Venkatraman et al. 1986, 803; 
Ambler & Kokkinaki 1997, 666). This definition is used in this study  as it is wide enough to 
include both financial and operational of business goals with different time perspectives. 
In the empirical part of this study, business performance measure bases on the estimation of the 
managers of business unit or company on their business performance. This approach is suitable as 
it is common to use management estimation of something, self-reported measures in other words, 
for example sales growth or cash-flow growth compared to competitors, as a valid measure 
instead of real financial figures (e.g. Wiklund & Shepherd 2005, 81; Frank et al. 2010, 184). In 
short, business performance measure in the empirical part is not actual numbers or facts but 
managements estimation on their business performance. This is reasonable also, because business 
performance is seen to include more than mere financial figures as presented above. 
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2.3.1 The impact of marketing-sales relationship on business performance
Organization is often assessed based on its output. This is often stressed in relevant literature. 
There are two possible sides on evaluating output: behavioral and non-behavioral. Behavioral 
consequences are for example turnover and satisfaction and non-behavioral one is for example 
profit. These consequences can be either intended or unintended. Still, both can be seen as 
organizations outcomes. (Ford & Schellenberg 1982, 55)
In regard to marketing, it has been argued that there are four different ways in which marketing 
activities can enhance companies’ value creation and that way increase business performance. 
First, marketing can speed up cash flows through reducing customer risk and building strategic 
alliances. Second, marketing can increase cash flows trough innovation and differentiation. Third, 
marketing can build assets like brand equity. Fourth, marketing can reduce risks in for example 
helping to increase customer retention. (Montgomery & Webster 1997, 19) It is assumed that at 
least some of these issues are such that marketing and sales can affect them jointly. After all, 
marketing and sales are jointly  responsible for generating revenue and profit for an organization 
(Smith et al. 2006, 564; Patterson 2007, 185). 
Even though not extensive, there is also some empirical research that shows that marketing’s inter-
functional integration to other functions relates positively to some performance indicators 
including company  performance, business unit performance, profitability and both product 
development and product management performance (Krohmer et al. 2002, 461; Kahn 1996, 141; 
Kahn & Mentzer 1998, 57-58; Le Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy  2007a, 214). Cross-functional 
cooperation in arranging marketing activities so that  various departments contribute to those 
activities usually increases the performance of the company  or a strategic business unit. Still, there 
are always both sides, for example inter-functional integration can make the decision making 
slower.  (Krohmer et al. 2002, 461-462) This does not yet point  out that the marketing-sales 
relationship would have a more important effect than collaboration towards other functions. 
Considering the marketing-sales relationship, it seems that most  of the academic literature on this 
issue has focused purely on the cooperation and relationship between marketing and sales, and has 
not extended their research beyond that, to the effects on performance for example (e.g. Dawes & 
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Massey  2005; Beverland et  al. 2006; Matthyssens & Johnston 2006). There are some exceptions 
though, which bring up also the importance of collaboration between sales and marketing to the 
achievement of different performance objectives including market objectives, organizational 
objectives and financial objectives (e.g. Homburg & Jensen 2007; Smith et al. 2006, 564; Le 
Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a, 207). 
It seems that when marketing-sales collaboration is successful, organizations or strategic business 
units can have superior profits. In various conceptual frameworks, it has been clearly indicated 
that the better functioning the marketing-sales collaboration, the higher the business performance 
will be. In detailed level, when cooperation between marketing and sales is working smoothly, 
companies can really achieve remarkable improvements in performance metrics such as cost of 
sales, sales cycles and market-entry cots. (Krohmer et al. 2002, 461-462; Rouziès et al. 2005, 113; 
Kotler et al. 2006, 3) 
Moreover, empirical evidence exists considering particularly the collaboration between marketing 
and sales and its effect on business performance. With means of both qualitative and quantitative 
research it has been indicated that market performance is positively affected by  effective 
marketing-sales relationship  (Guenzi & Troilo 2007, 98). It is found in a qualitative study that a 
high level of collaboration between these two units is associated positively  to business 
performance outcomes. This sample covered twenty individuals in 9 different  firms, so the results 
cannot be generalised. (Dewsnap & Jobber 2009, 990 & 1002) Similar result is found in a large 
quantitative research, with sample of 223, as it was found that there is a direct and positive 
relationship  between marketing-sales collaboration and improved business performance (Le 
Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a, 207). 
In an empirical study, the best performing companies have achieved higher integration between 
departments than other companies, but at the same time these departments were highly 
differentiated. This differentiation was in line with environmental demands. It  is suggested that in 
order for achieving high performance, a company needs to balance both differentiation and 
integration with environmental requirements. In short, this means that companies have to 
differentiate the departments clearly, but at  the same time make these departments collaborate 
well. (Lawrence & Lorsch 1973, 49-53) 
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It is also claimed in both academic literature and managerial reports that a lack of alignment 
between marketing and sales do not result in a neutral outcome from the company perspective, but 
actually result damaging the business performance (Lorge 1999, 28; Kotler et al. 2006, 3; Le 
Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a, 209). Company can do extensive amounts of work for nothing 
and in this way waste resources and damage the company if the marketing-sales relationship is not 
working. Marketing can for instance produce high amounts of leads through marketing activities 
which can damage the sales if part of the leads are poorly qualified or sales does not follow them 
up. (Smith et al. 2006, 564) Longer sales cycles, missed quotas, bad productivity  as sales uses its 
time to developing sales materials and bad sales efficiency are named as consequences of lack of 
alignment between marketing and sales (Patterson 2007, 185). Also a report done by the Aberdeen 
group (Aberdeen Group 2002, see Biemans et al. 2010, 184) shows that  there is an extensive 
disconnection between marketing and sales which results in wasted expenditures and energy for 
the company.
2.3.2 Moderating factors between marketing-sales relationship and performance outcomes
There are moderating factors between marketing-sales relationship  and performance outcomes, 
which are important to acknowledging and fully understanding the context of the topic of this 
study. Based on previous research, it seems that there are various factors, besides the actual 
marketing-sales relationship and integration, which also moderate the outcome whether the 
marketing-sales interface has a positive effect on business performance. (Rouziès et al. 2005, 120) 
In subchapter 2.1.2, I presented the three context variables Homburg, Jensen and Krohmer (2008, 
139-140) have included in their conceptualization. These were internal change, environmental 
dynamism and industry. Also other moderating factors have been discussed in the literature 
including at least customers, competitors and company  (Rouziès et al. 2005, 120). Also more 
specific moderating factors are suggested. These include environmental complexity, customer 
sophistication, competitive structure, and company acquisition propensity (Rouzies et al 2005, 
120), but these are not discussed in detail here. Now I will discuss each one of the main 
moderators, namely internal change, environmental dynamism, industry, customers, competitors 
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and company, in turn to show which factors can affect the effect marketing-sales relationship has 
on business performance. 
First, internal change is seen as the degree to which organizational issues such as structures, 
processes, leadership, and strategy are changing regularly (Homburg et al. 2008, 139-140). For 
example redundancy  and downsizing have become increasingly widespread (Worrall et al. 2004, 
140).  Internal change has been shown to affect the attitudes of managers in different departments 
(Reilly et al. 1993, 176-178; Worrall et al. 2004, 140-141) and this way internal change has an 
effect on the departments as well. As there exist different kinds of situations of internal change, for 
example strategy changes in growth phase and situations of cutbacks (Reilly  et al. 1993, 176-178), 
the context of internal change can be assumed to affect whether the change helps or hinders the 
interdepartmental cooperation. Especially the situations of redundancies can hinder the 
interdepartmental cooperation and attitudes relating to that (Worrall et al. 2004, 156-159). 
Second, environmental dynamism, including both market turbulence and technological turbulence, 
is seen as the degree to which competitive activities, needs of the customers and technology in the 
market are transforming regularly (Homburg et al. 2008, 139-140). In relation to internal change, 
this has clearly been more interesting research topic, as there are many more commentaries on 
this. For example, it has been proposed that the greater the environmental uncertainty is, the 
greater the positive effect of marketing-sales integration to business performance will be. So far 
this claim has not been tested empirically. Still based on this, it is assumed that this dispersion 
should be corrected by integrative activities. (Rouziès et al. 2005, 120) Relating to this, it has been 
suggested that marketing activities are dispersed around the organization when there is 
environmental uncertainty. Due to higher uncertainty, the allocations of tasks to organizational 
units is less clear and established and companies are likely to try on different kinds of 
organizational arrangements for responding to environmental uncertainty. The dispersion of 
activities decreases as the size of the company increases. (Workman et al. 1998, 32) 
Contrarily to Rouziés’ et al. (2005) views, it is identified in an empirical study that  the dynamism 
of markets seems to lessen the positive effect that marketing-sales integration is claimed to have 
on business performance (Krohmer et al. 2002, 461). Market-related dynamism is defined here as 
“the frequency of major market-related changes” (Krohmer et al. 2002, 454). I presented above 
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that Rouziès et  al. (2005) suggested that marketing-sales integration would have a greater positive 
impact on business performance when there is environmental uncertainty. Unfortunately they  have 
not defined what they mean with “environmental uncertainty”. It could be assumed that even 
though market dynamism would not be totally the same as environmental uncertainty, it is an 
element that  is part of environmental uncertainty. So that way, there are contradictory arguments 
on what is the impact of environmental dynamism on the effect of marketing-sales relationship has 
on business performance. 
Third, the industry is included as the level of profitability, namely the return on sales, varies 
depending on the industry (Homburg et al. 2008, 139-140). This seems to be quite a clear issue as 
it is often just mentioned in articles as a fact and then left at that. 
Fourth, customers are also discussed as an additional factor when thinking about what effect 
marketing-sales relationship has on business performance. It is suggested that when a company 
has a high customer concentration, so that few of them account for most of company’s sales, there 
is a stronger positive effect of sales-marketing collaboration on business performance. This is 
reasoned in a way  that when a company  is more dependent on only few customers, it has to serve 
them even better and for being able to do that, it has to have its sales-marketing functions working 
well together. (Rouziès et al. 2005, 120)
Fifth, also competitors and specifically the competitive intensity are supposed to have a 
moderating influence between the marketing-sales relationship and business performance. 
Assumption is that when the competitive intensity  is high, the impact of the marketing-sales 
relationship  on business performance is more significant. (Rouziès et al. 2005, 120) This is 
assumed so, because when there is high competition, a company has to serve its customers even 
better and deliver superior value to them (Kohli & Jaworski 1990, 14).
Sixth, another element discussed is the company itself. It has been suggested that when a company 
relies extensively on a new product or services strategy, the positive effect of the marketing-sales 
relationship  is greater. When launching new products or services, the two functions need a closer 
cooperation in order for being successful. (Rouzies et al 2005, 120-121) 
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In regard to both company  and superior value creation, it  is proposed and empirically investigated 
that besides effective marketing-sales relationship, also firm’s long term strategic orientation and 
customer-oriented salespeople affect positively both customer value creation and market 
performance (Guenzi & Troilo 2007, 98). From these views, it  can be drawn that within the 
company, at least the mentioned three aspect, new product or service strategy, company’s long 
term orientation and customer-oriented salespeople, all in the end affect performance positively. 
To sum up, there seems to be several moderating factors between marketing-sales relationship and 
performance outcomes. It is important to understand this even though in the empirical part, the 
focus is not on these moderating factors, but in investigating whether there is a relationship 
between business performance and marketing-sales relationship. By presenting these moderating 
factors I have build up understanding on that  even though it is shown in the empirical part that 
there is a clear connection between business performance and marketing-sales relationship, there 
are several factors in between which affect this relationship. Thus, the effect marketing-sales 
relationship  might have on business performance is a complex issue, as already the marketing-
sales relationship as such is constructed of multiple dimensions. In the following subchapter I will 
present a conceptual framework, which bases on the literature presented in the literature review. 
2.4 Conceptual framework
Next, I will shortly present the theoretical framework of this study. This framework is based on 
relevant literature, which I have presented in the preceding subchapters. This framework is 
divided into two parts, one of which describes the marketing-sales relationship  as a multiple 
phenomenon and another one, which focuses on the goal and time orientations of marketing and 
sales and the possible effects on business performance. 
Marketing-sales relationship  is a complex phenomenon, which can be considered from varying 
perspectives, for example from company perspective, from perspective of one of the departments 
in question, from customer perspective and from competitive perspective. The main dimensions of 
marketing-sales relationship, which were presented earlier, are information sharing, structural 
linkages, power, time and goal orientation and knowledge. There are also moderating factors, 
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which affect the outcomes of marketing-sales relationship. These factors include at  least  internal 
change, environmental dynamism, technological dynamism and the industry in which the 
company operates. Additional factors relating to the industry  are customers, competitors in that 
area and also the company itself, other than marketing-sales relationship wise. The outcomes of 
marketing-sales relationship include at least the state of the relationship, for example whether it is 
cooperative or disunited, market performance of the business unit, referring to what kind of 
market related outcomes it is achieving compared to its competitors, and business performance 
referring to the financial and operational performance of the business unit. Figure 5, which 
represents this framework on the next page, includes the idea that these outcomes can be positive, 
negative or neutral depending on how the dimensions of marketing-sales relationship are 
constructed. 
Figure 5: Marketing-sales relationship as a complex phenomena affecting business performance
The second part of the theoretical framework focuses only on one dimension, time and goal 
orientation, of marketing-sales relationship. Based on the earlier literature, this framework, which 
is found in its basic form in Figure 6, basically  suggest that differing goal orientations of 
marketing and sales and differing time orientations of marketing and sales have effect on business 
performance of the business unit in question. This relationship is not straightforward though, but 
there are moderating factors, which affect  the outcomes of this relationship (Homburg & Jensen 
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2007, 125; Rouziés et al. 2005, 120) as presented earlier in Figure 5. Still, it  is suggested that there 
is also a straight relationship between goal and time orientations of marketing and sales and that 
the differences in goal and time orientations of marketing and sales would in the end lead to 
improved business performance of the business unit in question. In the empirical part of this study, 
this latter part of theoretical framework is tested.




The main goal of the empirical study conducted was to enquire a possible connection between 
marketing-sales relationship and business performance of a company. Especial focus was given to 
goal and time orientation as part of marketing-sales relationship  and the impact of these 
orientations on business performance. For the purposes of this study, a quantitative approach was 
seen as more appropriate, because that way a fuller image of relationship between marketing and 
sales and business performance could be achieved. 
In this Chapter, the empirical study conducted, data collection and the data are presented in detail 
in order to explore the effect of marketing-sales relationship on business performance. I will also 
introduce the statistical analysis methods that were used. The main statistical analysis methods 
used in this study are cluster analysis and analysis of variance. Also cross-tabulations are used and 
chi-square testing for statistical differences. Methods are presented shortly method in turn. 
3.1 Data collection
The data of this present study was gathered as part of the “State of Marketing 2010” –survey in 
the Stratmark-project. The web-based questionnaire of this survey was nationwide, covering 
different industries and companies of varying sizes. The survey was about the current state of 
marketing in companies operating in Finland. The survey was targeted to all Finnish companies, 
which have more than five employees. The target population was formed with help  of 
MicroMedia, a Finnish company  specialized on target marketing, which provided the address 
directory, which was used as a sampling frame. The survey was addressed to upper management 
of the companies in target population. 
The same kind of survey was already conducted in 2008 as a part  of the Stratmark-project. Thus, 
the questionnaire used in this survey was adapted from the previous one. Some changes were 
made during fall 2009. Most of the items in the questionnaire are based on previous research and 
thus, already validated. In relation to marketing-sales relationship, the questions in regard to time 
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and goal orientation were based on Homburg et al. (2008). Due to this, also definitions of goal and 
time orientation in this study are the same as Homburg et al. (2008) to allow comparability of the 
results at least to some extent. As the questionnaire was already used in similar form in 2008, 
additional test rounds were not made as the questionnaire was seen suitable for the data collection 
per se. The questions were divided into eight groups covering different themes. These groups 
addressed the business environment of the company and its position in the market, role of 
marketing, marketing-sales relationship, impact and productivity  of marketing, business processes 
and marketing, managerial challenges and investments on marketing, market orientation, learning 
and innovativeness and background information. The questionnaire is presented as a whole in 
Appendix A. 
In regard to this present study, the survey  included various questions addressing the marketing-
sales relationship. As marketing and sales are organized in such a varying ways in different 
companies (e.g. Kotler et al. 2006), it was asked whether they are separate functions, cooperate in 
some areas, cooperate in most areas or cannot be separated from each other. The goal and time 
orientation questions were structured in a same way  as Homburg et  al. (2008) did in their similar 
survey. It  was asked whether each unit  (marketing/sales) aligns volume and revenue plans, 
strategy definition and performance evaluations by products or customers. This was assessed on a 
scale from 1 to 6. The scale also included options “neither” and “cannot say”. Similarly, it was 
asked whether each unit is characterized by a systematic and analytical or pragmatic and intuitive 
approach and whether their planning horizon is long-term or short-term. The final questions, in 
relation to marketing-sales relationship, are translated into English and presented in Appendix B.
The final survey was conducted in January-March 2010. The questionnaire was sent to the whole 
target population defined in the sampling frame. The sampling frame consisted of upper 
management from all Finnish companies with over 5 employees. Besides the actual invitation to 
participate in the survey, three reminders were sent to target population. The final sample size was 
1134. The response rate was on a company level a little more than 10 % and in regard to potential 
respondents it was 6 %.  
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3.2 Describing the data
The data collected included 1134 responses in total. Figure 7 below presents how companies’ 
activities are divided into both services and products in business-to-business markets and 
business-to-consumer markets. From this figure it can be seen that this sample includes more 
companies operating in business-to-business markets than business-to-consumer markets. The 
amount of companies is significantly  high in business-to-business services as approximately 35 % 
companies in this sample bring 76 – 100 % of their turnover from business-to-business services. 
Contrarily the number of companies in this sample, which main activities are in business-to-
consumer services side, is the lowest.
Figure 7: Amount of business-to-business and business-to-consumer activities in the companies 
investigated
The companies responding this survey vary also in their sizes as can be seen from Table 1 on the 
next page. In this table the respondents are presented by  the size of personnel. Comparing to that 
99 % of Finnish companies have less than 50 employees (Annual Metrics 2008), it shows that this 
study has emphasis on medium sized and large companies. 
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Table 1: Respondents by size of the personnel in this study and in Finland
   
On the other hand, when considering that in Finland large companies cover for 51.3 % of total 
turnover, medium sized companies for 16.1 % and small ones 32.6 %, the sample in this study 
seems more reasonable. Still, as it can be seen in the Table 2 below, 75 % of companies in this study 
have somewhat small turnover, less than 50 million. From this point of view, small companies are 
emphasized in this study which is reasonable when considering the small size of vast majority of 
Finnish companies.
Table 2: Respondents by company size
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3.3 Statistical analysis methods
In this part, the statistical analysis methods used in this study are described. Two multivariate 
techniques, cluster analysis and analysis of variance were used to analyze the data. First, cluster 
analysis was conducted to see whether companies can be divided into different groups based on 
the goal and time orientations of their marketing and sales departments. This clustering was done 
in two parts, for business-to-business companies and business-to-consumer companies separately. 
Second, analysis of variance, both one-way and two-way  ANOVA, were conducted in order to 
identify the possible relationship between the state of the market-sales relationship, the time and 
goal orientation of marketing and sales to be specific, and business performance of a business unit. 
The clusters formed in cluster analysis were used as the basis for analysis of variance. Besides 
these, cross-tabulations and chi-square were used to find out whether there exists a relationship 
between companies’ turnover and their marketing-sales relationship. These are presented shortly  at 
first, and then the two more important multivariate methods are described in respective order. 
Cross-tabulations and Chi-square test Cross-tabulations are a statistical technique, which is used 
to describe two or more variables at the same time. The variables need to have limited number of 
categories or distinct values. The results of cross-tabulation are tables which reflect  the joint 
distribution of these variables. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 516)
The chi-square is most commonly used statistical test to assess the statistical significance of the 
observed association in a cross-tabulation and contingency tables. The test  assists in determining 
whether there exists a systematic association between the two variables in question. The actual test 
is done so that an expected value or frequency is computed for all cells assuming that no 
association exists between the variables. Then, these results are compared with the actual 
frequencies and the chi-square value is calculated. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 521-522; Bryman & 
Bell 2003, chap. 11)
It is so that the greater the difference is between these frequencies, the greater the chi-square value 
is. This does not have significance on its own. Instead, it needs to be interpreted in relation to its 
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associated level of statistical significance which is probability (p). It  is an ordinary convention that 
in order to being at acceptable level, p should be lower than 0.05. (Bryman & Bell 2003, chap. 11) 
Whether the chi-square has statistical significance depends on the number of categories of the two 
variables in question. This is handled trough degrees of freedom (df). In chi-square in regard to 
cross-tabulation, the number of degrees of freedom is the same as the number of rows (r) minus 
one and the number of columns (c) less one multiplied together. In short, it is: df= (r-1) x (c-1). 
The number of degrees of freedom affects the chi-square distribution so that it  becomes more 
symmetrical as degrees of freedom increases. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 522)
There are few things that  need to be taken into account. The chi-square statistic should be 
estimated only when the data is absolute counts or numbers, not percentages for example. Also, 
the observations should be drawn independently. Moreover, the chi-square is not to be used when 
the expected or theoretical frequency in any cell is less than five. This means that the data used in 
research cannot be too small. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 523) Cross-tabulations and chi-square are 
used to compare the state of the marketing-sales relationship and business performance and to 
compare clusters and business performance in this study.
3.3.1 Cluster analysis
One of the important issues of data analysis is to classify  data into set of clusters or categories. 
Cluster analysis examines a set of interdependent relationships. It is called also classification 
analysis or numerical taxonomy. Here the groups are not decided beforehand but suggested by  the 
data and tightly interlaced in statistical way, so that the data objects in same groups display similar 
properties based on some criteria. Also these properties should be such that the clusters are distinct 
from each other. (Hair et al. 1998, 473-474; Kettenring 2006, 3; Malhotra & Birks 2007, 596-612; 
Xu & Wunch 2009, chap. 1) Several different methods exist  for making cluster analysis and there 
is no agreement on which methods are the most appropriate ones. Thus, there are some issues in 
regard to the methodology of cluster analysis that still requires further research. (Cramer 2003, 46; 
Kettenring 2006, 4) 
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The use of cluster analysis as a scientific method to analyze research data has been growing 
rapidly. Reasons for this include at least the growth of data mining, increased computing power 
and the ability  of cluster analysis to simplify massive data sets. (Kettenring 2006, 3-4; Kettenring 
2009, 460)
The main goal of clustering is to separate the data so that it reveals set of “natural”, hidden data 
structures. One goal of clustering is to do this by categorizing objects into reasonably similar 
groups based on the set of variables considered.  Over all, the goals of clustering can be 
summarized in to following four aspects: development of classification, investigation of useful 
conceptual schemes for grouping entities, hypothesis generation trough data exploration and 
hypothesis testing or attempt to determine if types defined through other procedures are in fact 
present in the data set.  (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 596; Xu & Wunch 2009, chap. 1) The results of 
cluster analysis either provide immediate insights on a research question or a foundation upon 
which to construct other analysis (Kettenring 2006, 3). 
Clustering algorithms partition data objects to a specific number of clusters. However, the term 
cluster does not have a precise, broadly accepted definition. The following are all possible 
definitions of a cluster:
· “A cluster is a set of entities which are alike, and entities from different clusters are not 
alike.”
· “A cluster is an aggregate of points in the test space such that the distance between any two 
points in the cluster is less than the distance between any point in the cluster and any point 
not in it.”
· “Clusters may be described as continuous regions of this space (d-dimensional feature 
space) containing a relatively high density of points, separated from other such regions by 
regions containing a relatively low density of points.”
All of these definitions include the idea of internal homogeneity  and external separation. (Xu & 
Wunch 2009, chap. 1)
Cluster analysis is an interdependence method. This means that the analysis does not choose a 
dependent variable. (Saunders 1994, 13) Thus, cluster analysis makes no distinction between 
dependent and independent variables. Instead, interdependent relationships between the whole set 
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of variables, both dependent and independent, are examined. Objects in a group are rather 
homogenous in terms of these variables and different from objects in other clustered groups. 
Cluster analysis assigns object to one and one group only. In short, cluster analysis reduces the 
number of objects by grouping them to a smaller number of objects. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 596)
Several clear steps which are part of conducting cluster analysis, which are presented in Figure 8, 
can be identified. First, the problem is formulated. This means that the variables or features on 
which clustering is done are selected. The set of variables selected should show the similarity 
between objects so that this similarity or dissimilarity  is relevant for marketing problems.  This 
part can also include variable or feature extraction. Anyhow, ideal features should be useful in 
distinguishing patterns belonging to different clusters, immune to noise, and easy to obtain and 
interpret. Second, the data is prepared as often some changes are needed before conducting the 
analysis. (Saunders 1994, 15-17 Cramer 2003, 46-53; Malhotra & Birks 2007, 597-606; Xu & 
Wunch 2009, chap.1)
 
Figure 8: Clustering procedure with basic steps
(adapted from Saunders 1994, 14 and Xu & Wunch 2009, chap. 1)
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Third, the process is designed and selected. The key question here is how clusters should be 
formed. To answer this question, distance measure is selected. The most common approach is to 
measure similarity in terms of distance between pairs of objects. An often used measure of 
similarity is Euclidean distance or its square. This is the square root  of the sum of the squared 
differences in values for each variable. As the distance measure is decided, clustering can be 
constructed as an optimization problem with a specific criterion function. (Saunders 1994, 17-20; 
Malhotra & Birks 2007, 597-606; Xu & Wunch 2009, chap. 1) 
Clustering procedures, which can be either hierarchical or non-hierarchical, are selected after 
distance measure. Hierarchical clustering refers to development of a hierarchy or treelike 
structure. These methods can be either agglomerative or divisive. Agglomerative clustering, which 
is commonly  used in marketing research, refers to a situation where each objects starts out in a 
separate cluster and clustering proceeds by forming bigger and bigger clusters. Divisive clustering 
is quite the opposite as all the objects are in the beginning in the same, big cluster and then 
divided into smaller clusters. The non-hierarchical methods are often referred to as K-means 
clustering. The choice of clustering procedure and the choice of a distance measure are 
interrelated. Also the number of clusters is decided. The relative number of clusters should be 
somehow meaningful so that  there are not too many clusters. (Saunders 1994, 19-20; Cramer 
2003, 46-53; Malhotra & Birks 2007, 597-606) This means that each cluster solutions should be 
seen in relation to its structure against the homogeneity of the clusters. There has to be some 
important differences between the clusters. (Hair et al. 1998)
Fourth, the reliability  and validity of the formed clusters is assessed (Cramer 2003, 46-53; 
Kettenring 2006, 23-24; Malhotra & Birks 2007, 597-606). Decent evaluation standards and 
criteria are important in offering a degree of confidence for the clustering results. These 
assessments should be totally objective. Generally, there are three categories of testing criteria: 
external indices, internal indices, and relative indices. (Saunders 1994, 22-24; Xu & Wunch 2009, 
chap. 1) 
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Fifth, the results are interpreted. There should be a clear understanding of the data so that the 
information could be used effectively to problem solving. Here the cluster centroids, which 
represent the mean values of cluster objects in each variable, are examined. (Malhotra & Birks 
2007, 597-606; Xu & Wunch 2009, chap. 1)
An important aspect of clustering is that it  is not a process that would become ready with one trial. 
Instead, often clustering requires a series of trials and repetition. Furthermore, even choosing the 
appropriate criteria for clustering is a demanding problem as there is no universally applicable 
way to select the criteria. (Xu & Wunch 2009, chap. 1)
In this study, the Euclidean distance measure was chosen. The cluster analysis was conducted 
based on the goal and time orientation questions and whether the company operates in business-
to-business markets (either products, services or both) or in business-to-consumer markets (either 
products, services or both) as a main area. This approach of having two contexts was seen as an 
appropriate one, as in academic articles, there seems to be a prevailing tendency  to observe 
marketing-sales relationship also in terms of the market context (e.g. Cespedes 1993, Biemans et 
al. 2007, Biemans et al. 2010) Another important reason for this is that in the small amount of 
empirical studies that have investigated this issue, the focus has usually  been on the typical, 
average company. Thus, no variation between companies has really  been investigated and 
analyzed. (Homburg et al. 2008, 134-135) Consequently, this study  seeks to produce information 
on different  kinds of companies, the ones operating in business-to-business markets and the ones 
operating in business-to-consumer markets, as well. Because the data used in this study was quite 
large, a non-hierarchical cluster method was seen as appropriate. Thus, the clustering was 
conducted with K-means clustering method, which is non-hierarchical and uses the Euclidean 
distance measure. 
As using K-means clustering method, the number of cluster has to be decided beforehand. Thus, 
the analysis was conducted with number of clusters varying from 2 to 5 in business-to-business 
context and 2 to 4 in business-to-customer context. As a stopping rule, the pseudo-F statistic 
captures the “tightness” of clusters and a larger number of the pseudo-F indicates a better 
clustering solution. As second stopping rule, the cubic clustering criterion reflects the deviation of 
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clusters from the distribution expected. (Lim et al. 2006, 507-508) These statistics for this study 
are shown below in Table 3. 
Table 3: Pseudo-F and CCC values for possible clustering solutions
Business-to-business clusters 2 3 4 5
Pseudo F 233.68 188.99 131.31 129.89
CCC 61.74 60.529 41.57 49.01
Business-to-consumer clusters 2 3 4
Pseudo F 99.30 76.44 65.49
CCC 39.93 35.40 33.71
Based on the Pseudo-F and cubic clustering solution, the two-clustering solution seems suitable 
with peak values of both statistics. In deciding about the clustering solution, it was seen 
appropriate to consider the interpretability and meaningfulness of each solution (Hair et al. 1998, 
477-479). In business-to-business context, both two-cluster and three-cluster solutions seemed to 
give only  some information and in business-to-customer context, this problem existed in the two-
cluster solution. Contrarily, four-cluster solution in business-to-business context and three-cluster 
solution in business-to-consumer context appeared to provide richer insights into the possible 
differences between companies in regard to time and goal orientations of marketing and sales. 
Also, the four-cluster solutions and the three-cluster solutions were still seen as appropriate as the 
clusters were similar enough when considering their size and similar enough internally and also, 
different enough from the other clusters. This is a suitable way to do clustering, but it has to be 
noted that some see clustering as too subjective as in the end, it is the decision of the research on 
how many  clusters to include (Hair et al. 1998, 477-479). In this study, these solutions were 
chosen albeit the statistic would have supported smaller number of clusters. 
3.2.2 Analysis of variance
Normally t test serves a way to compare means of two groups and their statistical significance. 
Sometimes it is not enough to compare only two groups, but more. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
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is used when a hypothesis about difference between more than two groups (their means) is tested. 
Analysis of variance can also be used for two groups, but t test is often recommended for this 
purpose. The name of the test already indicates that the test is about analyzing variance between 
samples. The null hypothesis is that all the means are the same. If this would be true, it would 
means that all the groups would have similar means, they would be normally distributed and also 
they  would have the same variance. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 546; Macfie & Nufrio 2006, chap. 
14)
ANOVA must have at least a dependent variable that is a metric. This means that  it is measured 
using interval or ratio scale. On the other hand, the independent variables must be categorical so 
non-metric. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 546) There are few conditions under which ANOVA can be 
used. First, the groups in ANOVA are regarded as separate populations so they must be taken as 
independent random samples. Second, it is assumed that these populations are normally 
distributed. Third, the variance in these different groups should be the same. Small violations of 
this assumption do not make a significant difference. (Macfie & Nufrio 2006, chap. 14)
One-way ANOVA tests the difference between two or more means that have been put in categories 
or subjected to one single factor. The term one-way actually refers to the issue that only one factor 
instead of many  is included. There are two kinds of variation in one-way ANOVA. There is 
variance between groups and variance within groups. The factor here tries to explain the variance 
between groups. Macfie & Nufrio 2006, chap. 14) When interpreting the results of one-way 
ANOVA, the null hypothesis needs to be considered. If the null-hypothesis is correct, then the 
factor, which is the independent variable, does not have a significant effect on the dependent 
variables. If, conversely, the null-hypothesis is rejected, then the independent variable has impact 
on the dependent variables. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 551)
The problem with one-way  ANOVA is that sometimes it might lead to results that are over 
generalized, as opposite to two-way ANOVA, the results may be connected to other relating 
factors, independent variables as well. This problem can be avoided to some extent by  using two-
way ANOVA. Two-way ANOVA tests the difference between two or more means which in this 
case are categorized by  two factors instead of just one. Two-way  ANOVA is more complex than 
the one-way ANOVA, but the same principles apply for both models. The difference is that in two-
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way ANOVA, the overall variance needs to be portioned between explanatory factors. This can be 
done in two different ways, but these are not explained here as they  are out of the scope of this 
study. (Macfie & Nufrio 2006, chap. 14) There can also be n-way  ANOVA where there are more 
than two factors (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 555).
In this present study, after conducting cluster analysis, analysis of variance was used. First, one-
way ANOVA was conducted in both contexts, so the clusters formed in cluster analysis, were used 
as the independent variable in ANOVA. Business performance, assessed by the top management 
of the company, was used as the dependent variable. As stated earlier, sometimes one-way 
ANOVA might lead to over generalized results. To avoid this, also two-way ANOVA was 
conducted in both contexts. Clusters and the structure of marketing-sales relationship were used as 
independent variables and business performance as the dependent one. The results of these 
analyses are presented in Chapter 4. 
 3.3 Validity and reliability
There are no scientific principles which would guarantee a valid and reliable questionnaire, but 
there are ways in which this can be pursued. First, the items in the questionnaire should be based 
on prior research whenever possible. Due to this, in this study most of the questions were based on 
prior research. Second, the questionnaire should be pre-tested. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 325-347) 
In this study, the questionnaire was pretested and used already in 2008 and only  some changes 
were made for the questionnaire in 2010.  Thus, the questionnaire was not pretested again as it 
was seen to serve as a valid for data collection already due to prior testing and usage. 
A possible concern is the total error of this study. Total error refers to the variation between the 
true mean value in the population of the variable of interest and the observed mean value obtained 
from the sampling frame of the current study. (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 74) As the survey was 
targeted at the whole sampling frame, which was the best available representation of the 
population, the sampling error was minimized as much as possible. Still, it is noteworthy  that the 
sampling frame only included the respondents available at the registry of MicroMedia. This might 
somehow affect the results as all the Finnish companies are not listed in this registry. Still, the 
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sampling frame was considered representing rather well the whole population of Finnish 
companies. 
Response errors occur when a respondent answers the questions, but  for some reason gives 
inaccurate information or whose responses are falsely analysed. Thus, this error can occur due to 
the respondent or the researcher. To be specific, response error is defined as a variation between 
the true mean value of the sample and the observed mean value obtained in the study. (Malhotra & 
Birks 2007, 75) As in this study data was collected in a web-survey, the researcher-related 
response error is not possible. It is unlikely that the respondent-related response error would have 
occurred either, as the wording in each questions was simple, but  still it is a possibility that needs 
to be recognized. 
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4. Results and analysis
In this Chapter, the results of the empirical part of this present study are presented and preliminary 
analyzed. Before proceeding to more sophisticated methods, a cross-tabulation was made on the 
research data. The target was to find out whether there exists a relationship between companies’ 
turnover and their marketing-sales relationship in order to see whether some state of the 
marketing-sales relationship would differ notably depending on the company size. Also the chi-
square test was made in order to ensure the statistical significance of the results. The results of 
cross-tabulations and chi-square test are presented in Table 4. 
Table 4: Marketing-sales relationship compared to turnover




















some areas 12.4% 48.8% 14.1% 12.4% 5.0% 7.4%
100 
% 121
Cooperate in most 





each other 31.4% 54.9% 8.0 2.7% 1.8% 1.4%
100 
% 567
N 276 577 124 70 54 43 1134
Frequency 
missing=1
χ2 =109.0 d.f.=15 p=0.0001
As it can be seen, the results are statistically significant. One should note that out of all 
respondents, 43 did not provide their organization’s turnover, but this did not have effect on 
significance of the results. These results should be seen as indicative. N varies quite a lot from one 
group to another in both marketing-sales relationship side and turnover wise. 
Based on these results, it seems clear that in smaller companies it is more likely  that sales and 
marketing are seen as one function. This might  be true for many reasons, one being that smaller 
companies have fewer people and that way they  might not be able to have more than one or few 
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people working on marketing and sales. It is also interesting, that only minority  of Finnish 
companies thinks marketing and sales are clearly separate functions. All in all, it seems that in 
most Finnish companies, marketing and sales either cooperate closely  on most matters or are seen 
as one function. 
4.1. Cluster analysis
In the “State of Marketing 2010” survey, the goal and time orientations of marketing and sales 
where reflected by asking whether each department sets its volume and revenue plans, strategy 
definitions and performance evaluations plans primarily by products or customers, whether each 
department is characterized by systematic and analytical or pragmatic and intuitive approach and 
whether the planning horizon is long-term or short-term. These dimensions from questions 14 to 
17 were subjected to K-means cluster analysis in a way that companies were separated into two 
groups based on whether they operate mainly in business-to-business markets or business-to-
consumer market. This approach was seen as a suitable one, as in academic articles, there seems to 
be a prevailing tendency  to observe marketing-sales relationship also in terms of the market 
context, as in whether company operates in business-to-business or business to customer markets 
(e.g. Cespedes 1993, Biemans et al. 2007, Biemans et al. 2010). There is also absence of empirical 
studies, which would note any  differences between companies (Homburg et al. 2008, 134-135). It 
is possible that context could affect the marketing-sales relationship, even though this has not been 
discussed extensively among academics. 
Out of 1134 companies, 791 operated mainly in business-to-business markets, 313 in business-to-
consumer markets and 31 operated evenly in both markets. The lastly mentioned 31 companies 
were eliminated from this cluster analysis as it was not possible to locate them in either group as 
they  operated 50 % in business-to-business markets and 50 % in business-to-consumer markets. If 
company had more than 51 % of its operation in either market, it was located to that group. Thus, 
cluster analysis was conducted to these two groups.  The target was to classify  companies into 
different groups based on goal and time orientations of their marketing and sales departments. The 
final cluster centroids present the mean values of observations in that specific cluster on each 
factor. For companies in business-to-business markets, these are presented below in Table 5. 
69
Table 5: Cluster centroids of the groupings of business-to-business companies
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
N=54 N=117 N=148 N=472
Sales aligns volume and revenue plans by products/
customers 3.019 4.863 2.230 3.949
Sales aligns strategy definition by products/customers 3.444 4.838 2.507 3.930
Sales aligns performance evaluations by products/
customers 3.167 4.940 2.412 4.042
Marketing aligns volume and revenue plans by 
products/customers 4.611 4.991 2.318 3.731
Marketing aligns strategy definition by products/
customers 4.648 4.940 2.486 3.701
Marketing aligns performance evaluations by 
products/customers 4.815 5.051 2.439 3.839
Sales is characterized by systematic/pragmatic 
approach 3.148 4.128 3.176 2.540
Marketing is characterized by systematic/pragmatic 
approach 3.870 4.034 3.284 2.653
Sales has a planning horizon on long-term/short-term 2.796 3.966 3.459 2.903
Marketing has a planning horizon on long-term/short-
term 2.500 3.795 3.027 2.572
For companies operating in business-to-consumer markets, these are presented below in Table 6.
Table 6: Cluster centroids of the groupings of business-to-consumer companies
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
N=40 N=117 N=156
Sales aligns volume and revenue plans by products/customers 4.200 2.504 3.564
Sales aligns strategy definition by products/customers 4.450 2.684 3.782
Sales aligns performance evaluations by products/customers 4.525 2.821 3.878
Marketing aligns volume and revenue plans by products/customers 4.350 2.026 3.827
Marketing aligns strategy definition by products/customers 4.375 2.265 4.000
Marketing aligns performance evaluations by products/customers 4.600 2.231 4.026
Sales is characterized by systematic/pragmatic approach 4.550 2.556 2.372
Marketing is characterized by systematic/pragmatic approach 4.550 2.547 2.513
Sales has a planning horizon on long-term/short-term 3.975 3.256 2.769
Marketing has a planning horizon on long-term/short-term 3.675 2.889 2.487
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These cluster centroids are the basis when analyzing the results of cluster analysis as the centroids 
enables describing each cluster by assigning it a name or label (Malhotra & Birks 2007, 606). 
Based on these two cluster analyses, it  seems that companies in business-to-business markets can 
be grouped to four different clusters, based on the different dimensions relating to the goal and 
time orientation, and similarly, companies in business-to-consumer markets can be grouped to 
three different clusters. With the help of the cluster centroids from Tables 5 and 6, it is possible to 
describe these groups in more detail in regard to time and goal orientation. This description of 
these groups in business-to-business markets is summarized to Table 7 and the clusters are also 
named. 
Table 7: Interpreting the business-to-business clusters





oriented marketing and 
sales –cluster 
Product-oriented 





marketing and sales and 
long-term oriented 
marketing -cluster
N=54 N=117 N=148 N=472
- sales is neither product nor 
customer-oriented, only in 
strategy making it is slightly 
customer-oriented
- both marketing and 
sales are highly 
customer-oriented in 
setting targets, planning 
and strategy making, 
marketing slightly more 
than sales
- both marketing and 
sales are somewhat 
product-oriented, sales is 
slightly more, especially 
in regard to volume and 
revenue targets
- this is the biggest group 
with 472 companies in it
- marketing is clearly customer-
oriented
- both marketing and 
sales have a rather 
pragmatic and intuitive 
approach, sales a little 
more than marketing
- neither has a clearly 
systematic and analytical 
or pragmatic and 
intuitive approach
- both marketing and 
sales are somewhat 
customer-oriented, sales a 
little more than marketing
- sales does not have a 
systematic and analytical 
approach and also does not 
have a pragmatic and intuitive 
approach
- both marketing and 
sales are somewhat 
short-term oriented, sales 
a little more than 
marketing
- sales is somewhat 
short-term oriented, 
marketing is not short-
term or long-term 
oriented
- both marketing and 
Sales have a slightly 
analytical and systematic 
approach
- marketing has a somewhat 
intuitive and pragmatic 
approach
- marketing is somewhat 
long-term oriented, sales 
is not short-term or long-
term oriented
-both sales and marketing have 
slightly long-term oriented 
approach to planning, 
marketing a little more than 
sales
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Based on the results in Table 7 it seems that companies in business-to-business markets can be 
divided into four different kinds of groups based on their marketing and sales departments’ 
relation to goal and time orientation. In first group, which is also the smallest one, marketing is 
only slightly customer-oriented. Marketing has a somewhat intuitive and pragmatic manner. Also, 
both sales and marketing have a slightly long planning horizon. In second group, both groups are 
slightly customer-oriented, have a rather pragmatic and intuitive manner of working and have a 
short time orientation. In third group, both marketing and sales are somewhat product-oriented and 
neither has a clearly  analytical or pragmatic approach. Sales unit is rather short-term oriented. In 
the last group, which is also the biggest one, both marketing and sales are quite customer-oriented, 
and they have an analytical and systematic approach. Marketing has a somewhat long planning 
horizon. 
Same cluster analysis was conducted also for companies operating mainly in business-to-
consumer markets. Description of the formed groups in this analysis is below in Table 8 and these 
groups are also named. 
Table 8: Interpreting the business-to-consumer clusters
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
Pragmatic, customer- and 
short-term oriented marketing 
and sales –cluster 
Analytical and product-
oriented marketing and sales 
and long-term oriented 
marketing –cluster 
Analytical, customer- and 
long-term oriented marketing 
and sales -cluster
N=40 N=117 N=156
- both marketing and sales are 
quite customer-oriented
- both marketing and sales are 
product-oriented, sales a little 
and marketing somewhat more
- both marketing and sales are 
rather customer-oriented, 
marketing is slightly more than 
sales
- both marketing and sales have 
a very pragmatic and intuitive 
approach
- both marketing and sales 
have a somewhat systematic 
and analytical approach
- both marketing and sales have 
a somewhat systematic and 
analytical approach, sales a 
little more than marketing
- both marketing and sales have 
a short time orientation, sales 
slightly more than marketing
- marketing has a slightly long 
time orientation
- both marketing and sales have 
somewhat long time 
orientation, marketing a bit 
more than sales
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Based on the results in Table 8 it seems that companies in business-to-consumer markets can be 
divided into three different groups based on their marketing and sales departments’ relation to goal 
and time orientation. In first group, both marketing and sales are customer-oriented, they have a 
pragmatic approach and they are short-term oriented. In second group, both marketing and sales 
are product-oriented and have a somewhat systematic and analytical approach. Marketing is 
turned towards long-term orientation as well. In third group, both marketing and sales are 
customer-oriented, they have a somewhat systematic and analytical approach and they have long-
term orientation. 
When comparing the groups among business-to-business companies and the groups among 
business-to- consumer companies, the following things should be noted. First, in both contexts 
exists groups in which marketing and sales were product-oriented, but in business-to-business 
context, the units do not have a clearly analytical or pragmatic approach and sales is somewhat 
short-term oriented. Controversially, in business-to-consumer context this group has a clear 
analytical approach and marketing is slightly long-term oriented. Second, in both contexts exists a 
group in which both units are customer-oriented and have an analytical approach. In business-to-
consumer context, both marketing and sales have a long-term orientation where as in business-to-
business context, only marketing is slightly  long-term oriented. Third, in both contexts exists a 
group in which both marketing and sales are customer-oriented, have a pragmatic approach and 
are short-term oriented. Fourth, from business-to-business groups, the group where marketing is 
customer-oriented, has a pragmatic approach and both marketing and sales are long-term oriented, 
did not have a counterpart  in business-to-consumer side.  In sum, there seems to be many 
similarities in business-to-business and business-to-consumer markets in ways in which 
companies form groups based on their marketing and sales departments’ time and goal 
orientations. 
These are preliminary results and are discussed in more detail in the concluding section of this 
study. The results of this cluster analysis were analyzed further with analysis of variance. The 
results of this are discussed next. 
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4.2. Analysis of variance
After forming the groupings with cluster analysis, analyses of variance were made. The target was 
to find out whether the previously formed cluster would have an effect on business performance of 
a company as such and also, if clusters would have a joint effect with the form of marketing-sales 
relationship  on business performance. Thus, both one-way ANOVA and two-way ANOVA were 
used in both business-to-business clusters and business-to-consumer clusters. Interestingly, 
statistically  significant results were found only in relation to business-to-business cluster. Still, in 
the following the results from both business-to-business side and business-to-consumer side are 
presented. 
First, when conducting one-way ANOVA for cluster of both business-to-business and business-to-
consumer companies, the target was to find out whether these clusters have an effect on business 
performance of the company. See Table 9 below for results. 
Table 9: Results of one-way ANOVA: clusters affecting business performance
Business-to-business clusters Mean SD Business-to-consumer clusters Mean SD
Group 1 Pragmatic and customer-
oriented marketing -cluster N=54
3.148 1.139
Group 1 Pragmatic, customer- and 
short-term oriented marketing and 
sales –cluster N=40
2.675 0.764
Group 2 Pragmatic, customer-and 
short-term oriented marketing and 
sales –cluster N=117
2.615 0.972
Group 2 Analytical and product-
oriented marketing and sales and 
long-term oriented marketing –
cluster N=117
2.530 0.761
Group 3 Product-oriented 
marketing and sales and short-
term oriented sales –cluster 
N=148 2.736 0.868
Group 3 Analytical, customer- and 
long-term oriented marketing and 
sales –cluster N=156
2.526 0.799
Group 4 Analytical and customer-
oriented marketing and sales and 





Total 3.820 0.914 Total 0.380  
F 4.58 F 0.62
Significance 0.0035 Significance 0.536
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Based on this research data it can be stated that clusters from business-to-business context have an 
effect on business performance of a business unit or a company. These clusters consisted of 
companies operating in business-to-business markets, and were grouped based on time and goal 
orientations of their marketing and sales departments. This result should be seen as indicative and 
it has to be noted that the clusters formed are not comparable in size so this might skew the results 
somehow. The results for business-to-consumer context were not significant and thus, will not be 
analyzed further. 
In business-to-business context, group number two is the best performing one indicating that 
customer-orientation, pragmatic approach and short-term orientation would be paying off when 
present in both marketing and sales departments. The three best performing groups are somewhat 
close to each other when considering their mean values. Group number four also has customer-
oriented departments, but group number three has product-oriented ones. Also different 
approaches and time orientations are mixed between the three best performing groups. Thus, it is 
hard to draw any clear conclusions on which orientation or combinations of orientations would 
lead to best business performance.
Two-way ANOVA was conducted in order to find out whether both, the form of the marketing-
sales relationship and the clusters based on goal and time orientations of marketing and sales 
departments would have a joint  effect on business performance. Here marketing-sales relationship 
refers to the form of the relationship in the company  as in whether they  are two separate functions, 
whether these two cannot be separated or if they  cooperate on some level in between these two 
opposites. (Please see Appendix B for question 12 in English.)  Thus these are two different 
dimensions of marketing-sales relationship: form and time and goal orientation. Results of this 
analysis are summarized on next page in Table 10.
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Significance  Type 
III R-Square
Model 0.0003 0.0003 0.052
Clusters 0.003 0.211
Marketing-sales relationship 0.117 0.005




Significance  Type 
III R-Square
Model 0.917 0.917 0.017
Clusters 0.561 0.819
Marketing-sales relationship 0.449 0.414
Joint effect 0.964 0.964
Again the results are statistically  significant for business-to-business side and not for business-to-
consumer side. Albeit the results from two-way  ANOVA in business-to-business side are 
statistically  significant, there are differences between Type I and Type III methods. Type I refers to 
the probability  of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true. Type III refers to the probability of 
correctly  rejecting the null hypothesis for the wrong reason. (Mosteller 1948, 63-64) In this study, 
both Type I and Type III show that the joint effect is significant, but Type I shows that cluster 
would have a significant effect  and marketing-sales relationship  would not and Type III shows the 
opposite. Usually results from Type I and Type III should be similar, but if not, Type III is usually 
trusted as it is seen to be as a wider approach than Type I (Huynh 2005, 1). Thus, from this 
analysis results based on Type III should be emphasized. 
Consequently, it seems that clusters would not have a significant effect on business performance. 
This is interesting as one-way ANOVA before showed the opposite. Possible reason for this 
difference is that one-way  ANOVA tends to give a generalizing picture of the topic investigated, 
where as two-way ANOVA considers more factors. Still, the joint  effect of clusters and form of 
marketing-sales relationship  is notable as the R-square indicates that a little more than 5 percent of 
the variation of business performance can be explained trough this joint effect. 
To see which clusters achieved the best business performance and to shed still more light on the 
results of one-way ANOVA, a cross tabulations was made on the clusters and the business 
performance factor. The results are presented on next page in Table 11. 
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Table 11: Clusters compared to business performance




























Very good 5.6 % 9.4 % 6.8 % 6.1 % 53
Good 27.8 % 38.5 % 31.1 % 37.7 % 284
Middle 24.1 % 38.5 % 46.6 % 38.6 % 309
Rather poor 33.3 % 10.3 % 12.8 % 15.9 % 124
Poor 7.4 % 1.7 % 2.7 % 1.3 % 16
Cannot tell 1.9% 1.7 % 0 % 0.4 % 5
N 54 117 148 472 791
χ2 =37.34 d.f.=15 p=0.001
This table clearly  shows that group one is the weakest performing one. Characterizing for this 
cluster is that it has a marketing unit which is very  customer-focused and has a pragmatic 
approach, but sales unit does not seem to have any characterizing features in relation to time or 
goal orientation. From this table, more distinctions can be made also between other three groups, 
which all perform somewhat well. Also here group two, in which both sales and marketing are 
customer-oriented, pragmatic and short-term oriented, performs the best  and the difference is 
notable when looking at categories “very good” and “good”. Group number four, with customer-
oriented, systematic and long-term oriented marketing and sales, seems to do second best in the 
highest groups, but it  is notable that it also has quite a big percentage on category “rather poor”. 
Group  three, with product-oriented marketing and sales, has a smaller percentage in the two 
highest categories jointly, but already in the third, “middle” category, it has many companies. 
 
In conclusion, it seems that goal and time orientations of companies have some effect on business 
performance in business-to-business context. Moreover, it  seems that these orientations and 
marketing-sales relationship together can also have a joint effect on business performance. Still, 
these conclusions should only be seen as indicative and cautious. No conclusions can be made on 
what would be the best combination of time and goal orientations of marketing and sales so that it 
would lead to best business performance. 
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5. Summary and conclusions
The purpose of this study  was to examine marketing-sales relationship  and the possible effect it 
has on business performance. The study was motivated by rising academic interest  on the 
marketing-sales relationship (e.g. Dewsnap & Jobber 2000 & 2002, Rouziès et al. 2005, Homburg 
et al. 2008), lack of studies combining this issue with business performance (Le Meunier-
FitzHugh, & Piercy 2007a) and managerial reports confirming that  marketing-sales relationship 
can be either a problem or a benefit in the real world (Aberdeen Group 2002, see Biemans & 
Brencic 2007; Abrams 2007; Crandell 2009). 
The main research question that  the study was set out to answer was: How does marketing-sales 
relationship affect business performance? This was approached by describing the elements of 
marketing-sales relationship, especially  time and goal orientation and how these affect business-
performance. It was also of interest whether it matters if company operates in business-to-business 
or business-to-consumer markets. 
Quantitative study  was seen as a suitable approach in responding to the targets of this study. 
Accordingly, the method of the study consisted of a web-based questionnaire, from which data 
was gathered. This data was later analyzed with statistical analysis methods, mainly cluster 
analysis and analysis of variance. 
In this concluding part, I will first discuss the results of this study. Then I will compare it to 
previous research and the theoretical framework and present the possible implications. After this, 
managerial implications are shortly  discussed. Last, possible limitations of this study are presented 
and suggestions for further research discussed. 
5.1 Discussion
The purpose of this study  was to show a possible connection between marketing-sales relationship 
and business performance. The most important finding of this study was to empirically  show that a 
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relationship  exists between marketing-sales relationship and business performance in business-to-
business context. This and other main findings of the study are presented below. 
First, companies seem to differ based on time and goal orientations of their marketing and sales 
departments. With help  of cluster analysis, four differing groups were found in business-to-
business context and three different groups in business-to-consumer context. These three groups 
from business-to-consumer context were found also in business-to-business context. In short, 
these groups can be characterized roughly in following way:
• companies with customer-oriented marketing and sales, which have analytical approach
• companies with customer-oriented and short-term focused marketing and sales, which have 
pragmatic approach
• companies with product-oriented marketing and sales
There were some differences between business-to-business context and business-to-consumer 
context, but only a little, as the first two mentioned groupings above were practically identical in 
both contexts. As some articles discuss this issue only from one of these contexts (e.g. Cespedes 
1993, Biemans et al. 2007, Biemans et al. 2010), it could have been assumed that bigger 
differences exist  between these contexts. When conducting cluster analysis, business-to-business 
context resulted in one more relevant grouping than business-to-consumer context. This may be 
due to the difference in sample size, but it can be caused by something else too. 
Second, goal and time orientations of marketing and sales seem to affect business performance in 
business-to-business context. In business-to-consumer context the results were not statistically 
significant and thus, are not discussed further. In business-to-business context, the best performing 
grouping had marketing and sales departments with customer-orientation, pragmatic approach and 
short time orientation. Homburg and Jensen (2007, 131) have studied this as well and in their 
empirical study, the cluster performing second best, “Sales-Driven symbiosis”, both marketing and 
sales were customer-oriented. Compared to the results of this study, there are similarities as here, 
the best performing cluster had marketing and sales departments with customer-orientation and 
also another one of the next performing clusters had the same. This could slightly indicate towards 
that customer-orientation leads to increased business performance. 
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Still, implications have to be drawn with caution as the next two groups were quite close to the 
best performing one and  for that reason, it is hard to draw any conclusions on which kind of time 
and goal orientations would lead to best  business performance. Still, it can be claimed that both, 
time and goal orientation seem to have effect, either positive or negative, on business 
performance. It also should be noted that in this study, it  is not investigated whether the effect of 
marketing-sales relationship on business-performance is positive, neutral or negative, which all 
are possible according to academic literature (e.g. Krohmer et  al. 2002, 461; Kahn 1996, 141; Le 
Meunier-FitzHugh & Piercy 2007a, 214). 
Third, goal and time orientation and form of marketing-sales relationship jointly seem to affect 
business performance in business-to-business context. Again, in business-to-consumer context the 
results were not statistically  significant. Here, marketing-sales relationship refers to the structural 
organization of marketing and sales inside a company as in whether they are clearly separate 
functions or inseparable or something between the two. This joint effect seems to be at least 
notable as a little more than five percent of the variation of business performance can be explained 
with the joint effect. 
Consequently, most important finding of this study is that marketing-sales relationship affects 
business performance in business-to-business context. It seems that both time and goal 
orientations of marketing and sales departments affect business performance as such and also 
jointly with the form of marketing-sales relationship. Moreover, it has to be recognized that this 
study is valuable already as contributing to the lack of empirical studies on focusing purely on 
marketing-sales relationship. Furthermore, as far as it is know, this is one of the first studies to 
investigate marketing-sales relationship  in different contexts instead of focusing on single type of 
average company.  (Homburg et al. 2008)
Compared to the theoretical framework, which was constructed based on earlier literature, this 
present study suggests both some similarities and some differences. First, the theoretical 
framework had an expectation that in regard to goal orientation, marketing would be product-
oriented and sales customer-oriented. Contrarily, the results of this study show that this is only 
partially true in most of the companies, as both marketing and sales were customer-oriented, and 
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in some companies, both marketing and sales were product-oriented and in some companies only 
one really showed an orientation towards either products or customers. None of the groups cluster 
analysis provided were such that marketing would have been product-oriented and sales customer-
oriented. 
Second, it was expected in the theoretical framework that marketing would be long-term focused 
and sales short-term focused. As such, this did not hold true as in one cluster for example both 
marketing and sales were clearly short-term oriented. On the other hand, in most clusters, 
marketing had at least  a little longer term focus compared to sales. Webster (2005, 4) has stated 
that also marketing can be viewed as short-term oriented. This is due to rising pressure from 
financial markets and shareholders, so that also marketing starts to focus on short-term goals and 
tactical outcomes. (Webster 2005, 4) Based on this present study, Webster’s views are confirmed 
that marketing can be short-term oriented as well. 
Third, in theoretical framework it was suggested that differences between marketing and sales in 
both goal and time orientation would lead to increased business performance. In this study, the 
best performing cluster was one in which both sales and marketing units had customer-orientation, 
pragmatic approach and short-term orientation. Basically, in the best performing cluster the 
marketing and sales unit did not differ based on time and goal orientations. Also other clusters 
were such that none of them in either of the two contexts had marketing and sales departments, 
which had different approaches to both time and goal orientation. 
Consequently, this study does not show whether departments with different  time and goal 
orientations would have the best business performance as the sample consisted of no such 
companies in the formed clusters. Homburg and Jensen (2007, 133) have shown that differences in 
time and goal orientation increase business performance, even though this can decrease the quality 
of cooperation between this two units. From this can be drawn an idea to this present study, that 
possibly management in Finnish companies has focused on improving the actual cooperation 
between the two and in eliminating differences albeit it  might not bring the highest returns. 
Cespedes (1996, 30) has stressed that lessening the differences in views is not the right solution as 
then a more comprehensive view on issues is missed, which may lead to poor decision making. 
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Contrarily, others have called for similar world views of marketing and sales as beneficial for the 
company (Donath 1999, 16).
Outside the actual theoretical framework, Kotler (2006, 3-4) has claimed that most often 
marketing and sales would be rather separate functions within organizations even though having 
many factors affecting the relationship between them. Contrarily, this study shows that minority of 
Finnish companies has separate marketing and sales functions. Instead, it seems that most often 
marketing and sales either cooperate closely on most matters or are seen as one, inseparable unit. 
This supports existing managerial reports, as at least some have noted this as well (e.g. Lorge 
1999, 32).
Guenzi and Troilo (2007, 98, 104-105) on the other hand have claimed that both marketing and 
sales should have a long term orientation. This study  does not give any insight into this matter as 
in the formed clusters marketing and sales units of most companies had somewhat short-term 
orientation and none had both marketing and sales departments with long-term orientation. A 
cautious assumption could be made, that one possible reason for the relatively short-time 
orientations is the difficult economic situation, which has continued since 2008. 
In conclusion, it can be stated that this study supports the theoretical framework only partially. It 
seems that in most companies marketing and sales are somewhat similar in relation to time and 
goal orientation besides small differences. The most important theoretical contribution of this 
study is that there clearly  is a connection between marketing-sales relationship and business 
performance in business-to-business context. In addition it is shown that time and goal orientation 
of marketing and sales affect business performance in this context. 
5.2 Managerial implications
A clear implication for management is that marketing-sales relationship is an issue that should be 
paid attention to and invested in. There are many other issues as well, which affect business 
performance, but also additional effect can be searched in managing marketing-sales relationship. 
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Unfortunately, based on this study, it is not clear how marketing-sales relationship should be 
arranged so that it would bring most benefit for the company. 
Another managerial implication in relation to Finnish companies is that it  seems that in most 
Finnish companies marketing and sales cooperate rather closely. Especially  clearly  separate 
marketing and sales functions were rare. Consequently, it could be assumed that for today’s 
business environment, other solutions, than clear separation, are more suitable. 
The data suggest that often in companies, marketing and sales actually have similar orientations in 
regard to time frame and goal. Earlier research would suggest  that differing orientations would 
have an increased positive effect on business performance (Homburg & Jensen 2007, 133). This 
data does not support this, but a reason for this is that  there were no companies in which this 
would have been the situation. Thus, it is still possible that increased benefits might be achievable, 
if marketing and sales would have a different time perspective and different goal orientation. This 
is something management could consider.
5.3 Limitations and implications for future research
Some limitations exist in generalizing these results. It is notable that the data of this study consists 
only of Finnish companies. It is possible that because of this, results might be somehow skewed to 
reflect national issues. Another limitation is that from business-to-consumer context, no 
statistically  significant findings were found in analysis of variance. Consequently, the results of 
this study are limited to business-to-business context. A possible limitation is also that the 
empirical part of this study focuses mainly on one dimension of marketing-sales relationship and 
its effect on business performance, instead of focusing on the whole, complex marketing-sales 
relationship. 
As this study was conducted as a quantitative one, it is somewhat impossible to have any 
explanatory  results. Qualitative study would be needed to confirm assumptions behind the 
prevailing facts of this study, for example to find out why marketing and sales have the time and 
goal orientations that they  do. Moreover, investigating causality  in this study is challenging as it is 
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possible that some things happen jointly  and that there is no relation between them. In this study 
this would mean that best performing companies just happen to align their marketing-sales 
relationship  similarly  and there is no relationship between marketing-sale relationship and 
business performance. 
Several possibilities for further research exist. First, the study could be replicated in another 
country  or countries so that results between different nations could be compared and possible 
national characteristics recognized and analyzed. Second, more research is needed from business-
to-consumer context. Third, especially  time and goal orientation of marketing and sales 
departments could be investigated more in terms of which kind of orientations are the most 
beneficial ones for the company in relation to business performance. Fourth, also other dimensions 
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Appendix B: Questions 12, 14-17 and 47 translated into English
Question 12: How is the marketing-sales relationship constructed in your business unit? Choose 
only one from the following options:
· Marketing and sales are separate functions
· Marketing and sales cooperate in some areas
· Marketing and sales cooperate in most areas
· Marketing and sales cannot be separated from each other as functions
Question 14: In our business unit, the sales function:
· Aligns volume and revenue plans primarily by…
o 1=products, 2=more by products, 3=clearly neither, 4=more by customers, 
5=customers, 6=cannot tell
· Aligns strategy definition primarily by…
o 1=products, 2=more by products, 3=clearly neither, 4=more by customers, 
5=customers, 6=cannot tell
· Aligns performance evaluations primarily by…
o 1=products, 2=more by products, 3=clearly neither, 4=more by customers, 
5=customers, 6=cannot tell
Question 15: In our business unit, the marketing function:
· Aligns volume and revenue plans primarily by…
o 1=products, 2=more by products, 3=clearly neither, 4=more by customers, 
5=customers, 6=cannot tell
· Aligns strategy definition primarily by…
o 1=products, 2=more by products, 3=clearly neither, 4=more by customers, 
5=customers, 6=cannot tell
· Aligns performance evaluations primarily by…
o 1=products, 2=more by products, 3=clearly neither, 4=more by customers, 
5=customers, 6=cannot tell
Question 16: The sales/marketing function of your business unit is characterized by a…
· sales function
o 1=systematic and analytical approach, 2=rather systematic and analytical approach, 
3=clearly neither, 4=rather pragmatic and intuitive approach, 5= pragmatic and 
intuitive approach, 6=cannot tell
· marketing function
o 1=systematic and analytical approach, 2=rather systematic and analytical approach, 
3=clearly neither, 4=rather pragmatic and intuitive approach, 5= pragmatic and 
intuitive approach, 6=cannot tell
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Question 17: The sales/marketing unit of your business unit has a planning horizon that is rather…
· sales function
· 1=long term, 2=mainly long-term, 3=clearly neither, 4=mainly short-term, 5=short-term, 
6=cannot tell
· marketing function
· 1=long term, 2=mainly long-term, 3=clearly neither, 4=mainly short-term, 5=short-term, 
6=cannot tell
Question 47: What is the assessment of your business unit’s management on the current success of 








Appendix C: SAS printouts
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